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PREFACE 

Since its beginning in 1967 as a group of Maryland citizens from all areas of the 
State, the Citizens Comnission on Maryland Government has been concerned with the 
functions of government in Maryland at State and local levels. CCMG grew out of 
the Citizens Commission on the General Assembly whose report on the State Legis- 
lature recommended a substantial number of procedural changes to modernize the 
Legislature. Many of those recommendations have been adopted by the General 
Assembly. Since that report, we have engaged in studies of community action in 
Baltimore City, county home rule, and county government structure and services. 
The Commission has been supported by grants from private foundations including 
Carnegie, Ford, Meyer and Sears and by funds from Maryland foundations and in- 
dividuals. 

In our examination of local government responsibilities, budgets and resources, 
we became involved in questions of the financing of public education as the 
major item in county budgets. We found public schools in Maryland, as in most 
other states throughout the nation, were-faced with a financial crisis. Every 
subdivision has reached, or is rapidlyreaching, the limit of its ability to 
raise revenues to fund for education. Expenditures and disparities between 
districts were acute, and are growing larger. The level of school service 
quality was questionable in relation to the amount of money spent. 

These problems were caused, at least in part, by reluctance on the part of the 
state to meet its responsibilities in finance and performance accountability. 
It became apparent that public school finance and related matters warranted 
a separate in-depth study. 

Initial financial backing from the Greater Baltimore Committee and a generous 
grant, faith and confidence from the Ford Foundation enabled the Commission 
to conduct a detailed study of public education finance, structure and account- 
ability in Maryland. 

Several major questions provided the focus of our investigations. Can the 
State fulfill its responsibility for providing equal educational opportunity 
and quality education with its present method of financing schools? Can the 
twenty-four school districts carry out their delegated functions under the 
present school finance system? If not, what changes are necessary? 

Outline of the Commission's Study 

This report, which discusses the Commission's findings and recommendations, is 
the result of extensive research by several consultants and the Commission staff. 
The research proceeded along several lines. To define the roles and responsib- 
ilities of the State and local governments and the State and local boards 
of education in establishing and maintaining equal educational opportunity and 
quality education, the Commission examined the following: current law, includ- 
ing the Maryland Constitution and recent court decisions; current state and 
local funding formulas and contracts; Maryland statutes pertaining to education; 
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by-laws and administrative regulations issued by the State Board of Education. 

Analyses were made of the actual distribution of educational funds in relation 
to school district characteristics (enrollment size, local tax base, tax effort, 
population density, growth) as well as the level of educational services offered. 
In five school districts—Baltimore City and Baltimore, Calvert, Montgomery and 
Prince George's counties—the Commission examined the relationship of the 
socioeconomic levels of students, the level of school services and student 
achievement on a school-by-school basis. 

As a result of this research the Commission concluded that the present method 
of financing public schools in Maryland does not provide an equal opportunity for 
a quality education to all children in the State, and thus the State is not 
fulfilling its responsibilities in this area. Moreover, we found that the 
inadequacies and inequities of the current formula place added burdens on local 
school districts. 

Criteria for Public School Finance Plans 

In the second phase of the Commission's study we evaluated alternatives to the 
State's present method of financing schools with the following objectives: 

1. Acknowledgement and reflection of the basic constitutional responsibility 
of the State; regardless of the level of local financial support; 

2. Provision for equal educational opportunity and quality through the equitable 
collection and distribution of the State's resources without regard to tax base 
or geographic location; 

3. Flexibility to accomodate changing educational needs determined by on-going 
evaluation and assessment of needs, objectives and performance; 

4. Encouragement of the innovative and creative use of funds by local school 
districts and individual schools; 

5. Provisions for more equitable and progressive tax burdens for public educ- 
ation; 

6. Allowance for maximum local control of, and community participation in, the 
decisions regarding how educational funds are utilized; and 

7. Responsible control of disparities in spending unrelated to educational 
needs or objectives. 

A number of factors involved in the funding of public schools were considered 
by the Commission. Extensive projections and analyses of future school enrollments 
and educational costs through 1980 provided a sound basis for our deliberations. 
Prospective sources of funds for education and their implications for achieving 
equal educational opportunity and equity of burden upon the taxpayer were im- 
portant aspects of our study. We also gave consideration to the implications 
of the various federal programs for education on any new State plan for school 
finance and to the impact of teacher salaries and collective bargaining on 
educational funds. 



Overview of the Commission "-s Recommendations 

The outcome of our examination of alternative methods to, achieve equity in ed- 
ucation funding, equity in taxation, greater productivity of the education 
dollar and maximum local participation in the educational process are the Com- 
mission's recommendations for: 

l.an equitable and responsible State funding plan for public schools; 

2. a revamped school governance structure with a restoration of local authority 
and participation in education; and 

3. a statewide system of information collection and school performance evaluation. 

Funding 

The Commission's recommendations for a fully state-funded plan for financing the 
public schools provide for equal per-pupil expenditures throughout the state at 
the level of the highest spending school district. We recommend that the equal- 
ization of per-pupil expenditures be phased in over a period of three years. 
Local school boards would retain control on the numbers and salaries of profess- 
ionals and non-professionals, with a limitation on the percentage of the local 
budget that could be allocated for professional salaries and fringe benefits. 
In addition, the Commission recommends a State "Fund for Excellence" to be used 
by local communities for the development of creative and innovative programs. 
The Commission recommends that its plan be financed primarily through a more 
progressive State income tax that would incorporate state assumption of the 
local income surtax ("piggy-back" tax). Other possible revenue sources include 
more equitable corporate franchise and income taxes. 

School Governance 

The Commission strongly urges increased local control of and community participation 
in local school matters. We recommend that the twenty-four school boards be 
selected locally, and that each of the districts determine their method of 
selection through referendum. In addition, we encourage the local development of 
plans for increased community involvement in the schools, including the option 
of community school boards for individual schools. 

We concluded that broader participation and representation at the state level 
were necessary. Therefore, the Commission has recommended: 

1. the expansion of the State Board of Education to nine members; 

2. the creation of a Statewide Review Board whose membership would include a 
representative from each of the twenty-four local school boards to review school 
budgets and statewide per-pupil expenditure levels as well as recommend education- 
al goals and objectives to the State Board of Education; and 
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3. a Capital Budget Planning Board to establish and review the State's school 
construction program. 

Information and Evaluation 

Finally, the Commission recommended the development of a statewide system of in-, 
formation-gathering and performance evaluation which would provide the information 
necessary for informed decision-making at state, local and community levels. 

The Commission believes that its three major sets of recommendations are integral 
parts of an overall program which offers the State the basic framework to provide 
equal educational opportunity and quality education to all the children in Mary- 
land. 
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PART I 

INTRODUCTION: THE CRISIS IN THE FINANCING OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 

During the last two years, The Citizens Conmission on Maryland Government has 
conducted an extensive inquiry into the financing structure and accountability 
of the State's public school system which affects more Maryland citizens.in a 
more basic and fundamental way than almost any other governmental service. In 
cost alone it is the largest single item in the budget, demanding approximately 
35% of the State budget and 60%-70% of the city and county budgets. And yet in 
spite of its major importance to the citizens of the State, the public school 
system 

-denies equal treatment to the beneficiaries of the service because of the 
methods of raising revenues and allocating funds for the service 

- lacks an adequate system of evaluation of its performance as well as concrete 
objectives and goals on which to base its level of performance 

-provides little opportunity for local participation in actual determination of 
policies and programs, in spite of the need for maximum community involvement 

- has tripled in cost in the last ten years, increasing by over $500 million, 
while the number of students it serves has grown by 55%. 

As a result of its study of the financing, accountability and structure of Mary- 
land's schools, the Citizens Commission found that the State's present system 
of providing public education is not doing what Maryland taxpayers and their 
children have a right to expect from it. Because public education is such a 
vital component of our society and because it demands so much of the public 
resourcesi steps must be taken immediately to insure that Maryland's system 
of public schools be as effective and efficient as possible and that it provide, 
along with an equal educational opportunity for all children, a sound system of 
assessing student needs and achievements. 

Public education in Maryland is, now in 1971, at a turning point; and it is 
clear that the State of Maryland must reconsider the viability of its present 
arrangement for financing its public schools. 

Costs are rising faster than the available local revenues to pay for them. In 
1968/69, current expenses for public education cost Maryland taxpayers $625 
million; in 1969/70, $730 million. The latest preliminary figures for 1970/71 
estimate current expenses at.$840 million.. While local subdivisions are reach- 
ing the practical limit on property tax rates, with education accounting for 
approximately 60%-70% of many county budgets, the State's share of education 
costs is surprisingly decreasing. It dropped to a low of 32.5% in 1970, com- 
pared with the 35.8% the State funded in-1968] 

At the same time the costs are rising, disparities in educational expenditures 
among the school districts are expanding; although the purpose of the State's 
present financing plan is to equalize expenditures and insure that the wealth 
of the State as a whole supports the education of all of its children.' In the 
school year 1969/70, the highest per-pupil expenditure in the State was $1,036 
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in Montgomery County. This pervpupil expenditure was 63% higher than the ex- 
penditure in Somerset County, which was $635 and the lowest in the State. Five 
years ago the difference between the high and low per-pupil expenditures was 42%. 

In addition, school costs have increased in the last ten years by better than 
$500 million, while the school population has gone from 576,000 to 890,000 in 
the same ten years. Where the pupil population increased by 83% between 1950 
and 1960, the education expenditures doubled during the same period. In the 
next ten-year period, 1960/70, the school population increased by 55%, and the 
education expenditures tripled. And there is little,.if any, relationship be- 
tween the rising costs, the effectiveness of our programs or our desired results. 

What Can the Future Hold? 

It is easy enough to quote the economic benefits, costs and growths attendant to 
an educated society. The economic benefits to the State in terms of human pro- 
ductivity for the State are measurable. The economic benefits to the State in 
terms of human investment for the excellence of man and his abilities are im- 
measureable. 

Our estimations for school populations for 1980 project a dropping off of the 
population growth rate the State has experienced in the past ten years from 1960 
to 1970. In 1969 State school population was 890,000: we project it to be at the 
same level by 1980., The State, in assuming its responsibility for the education 
of its children, may have the resources and machinery to develop the quality of 
its programs as opposed to an emphasis on quantity. 

Our findings indicate the large metropolitan school system in our State has failed 
its consumers-in turning out productive citizens. This same metropolitan area now 
has 70% of the welfare recipients, 40% of the unemployed. 

In the short time we have worked on this project the data we have collected has 
become almost obsolete as a result of the drastic changes that occur each year. 
In 1968 we were talking about education costs to the State of $550 million. 
Before 1971 closes, the costs may reach $800 million. Information is not enough 
for man to meet the complex and technological world he is confronted with 
today. Learning will be as vital to the quality of his existance tomorrow as 
we knew knowledge to be the source of his social status yesterday. The ability 
to sort out, to seek out levels of truth and falsities and to make informed 
choices will determine the kinds and quality of interactions taking place be- 
tween man and his world. 

It is estimated a man will change his profession three times in his lifetime 
within the next generation because of the rapid scientific and technical changes 
our society will encounter. If any thought had been given to a "model school 
structure: for the year 2000 when we began our work it has been abandoned. The 
pace of change in technology, the speed with which knowledge becomes obsolete 
would make determining a "model" for the year 2000 an effort in.futility. What 
has become apparent in our work is whatever education structure is proposed must 
be self-renewing, flexible to choices and above all afford the broadest education- 
al opportunity for the individual's learning processes. 



A large metropolitan school system which has 94% of its schools unable to reach 
national norms in reading has failed the populace as a learning institution. A 
state-funding scheme which encourages the relationship of wealth to educational 
services and ultimately to levels of achievement, raises the question of denial 
of equal protection to all of its citizens along with a moral question. 

We assert the State cannot meet its legal, moral or fiscal responsibility to 
its school services under the present funding procedures. When the school pop- 
ulation growth was two-thirds the growth of the prior ten-year period and the 
budget increased by over $500 million, and when the local governments' share 
increased by almost 6%—and still over the last five years the differences in 
per-pupil expenditures went from $115.00 to $425.00, an almost 300% increase in 
disparities—it would seem that the course of unplanned, spiralling and uncontrolled 
costs can no longer be afforded by the State without a call for major reform. 

A plan to achieve equity in expenditures over three years, to obtain equity in 
taxation and at the same time to assess the needs and costs of programs would 
indicate that the rise in costs and the shift in expenditures we are proposing 
will come from much needed reform of our school finances rather than from the 
current unplanned, unequal and unpredictable State expenditure levels. 



CHAPTER II 

THE FAILURE OF MARYLAND'S EQUALIZATION FORMULA 

Article VIII, Section I of the Maryland Constitution recognizes the fact that pub- 
lic education is traditionally and constitutionally a State function. It requires 
that, the General Assembly "shall by law establish throughout the State a thorough 
and efficient system of Free Public Schools; and shall provide by taxation, or 
otherwise, for their maintenance."2 At the same time, the State Legislature has 
recognized the particularly local aspects of, and concern for, education and the 
role that schools play in the local communities. It has therefore delegated cer- 
tain aspects of the provision and maintenance of schools to the counties and Bal- 
timore City. Maryland's law requires that local boards of education provide 
reasonably uniform systems of public schools designed to provide quality education 
and equal educational opportunity to all youth. This delegation of functions does 
not remove the basic constitutional obligation of the State; it merely decentralizes 
to some degree the provision of the service. 

The State currently participates in the funding of current expenses of its public 
school system through an equalization formula, first passed by the General Assem- 
bly in 1922. The formula has undergone revisions since its inception, but the 
principle behind the formula has remained the same. In 1968 the Report of the 
School Law Revision Commission defined that principle as holding the wealth of 
the State responsible for the education of the children of the State, regardless 
of who has the wealth and who has the children.  In actuality, however, the pres- 
ent equalization formula adds to the disparities in educational spending which 
are created fundamentally by differences in local tax bases 

HOW THE FORMULA WORKS - ITS INEQUITIES 

Historically, most states provide some form of equalization aid which is designed 
in some measure theoretically to equalize educational expenditures and, con- 
sequently, to equalize educational opportunity. Maryland has also followed this 
practice, and still, under this present formula, a child's educational advantage 
is determined by the wealth of the community in which he resides. These funding 
disparities defeat the principle of the state providing an equal educational 
opportunity through its resources. 

Maryland provides aid througn a basic program, known as the foundation program, 
of $370.00 per child. The State provides aid for numbers of new pupils at $30.00 
per pupil. There is a density of population per square mile provision that allows 
$30.00 per pupil. (Currently this is applicable only to Baltimore City). The 
State government also provides for salary adjustments at $6645.00 per year per 
professional employee, incentive aid for the number of professionals hired and 
minimum guarantees. 

Each subdivision is required to levy a tax the rate of which is a percentage of 
the local assessable real property and the net taxable income. It provides for 
a very minimal portion of a county's education expenditures. As the county's 
locally assessed tax base rises, the percentage it must tax for the previous year 



goes down. It is this yield that makes up the $370.00 foundation program. 
Whatever the yield from this percentage, the State will make up the difference 
to reach $370.00. For example: in 1967/68 the percentage a local community had 
to tax for education was 1.228% of its assessable base, whereas it is estimated 
that for 1970 it was 1.042%. 

The legislation makes the local share plus the state share come out roughly to the 
same amount each year. Currently this amount is $370.00. 

There is no limit to what a local subdivision may tax to provide for school 
services above the foundation program. 

The local community may use its general fund revenues for its school support. 
(There is no limitation on the kinds of taxes to be used for school services.) 

This state-required county property tax levy, part of its share in the foundation 
program, is viewed as a state tax being collected by the county on behalf of the 
State. All counties spend far more than this State tax rate yields. In 1968/69 
the lowest amount spent was $541.00 per pupil by Somerset County, while the State 
average per-pupil expenditure in 1968/69 was $712. However, State equalization 
aid stops at $370.00 per pupil for the foundation program; and amounts expended 
above that are paid by local tax sources. (See Table 1.) 

Minimum Guarantee Provision 

Minimum guarantees directly counteract the equalization concept of the foundation 
program.  If the state share calculated under the formula, to reach $370.00,"is 
too small or $0.00, a second formula is substituted and the State provides a min- 
imum guarantee of $128.00 per pupil subject to certain adjustments. This cal- 
culation then is allocated in direct proportion to wealth. In 1968-69 the for- 
mula benefited only the four wealthiest counties in the state with the following 
per-pupil grants: 'j 

County Minimum Guarantee Grant (per pupil) 

Baltimore County $ 61.00 
Howard County $ 19.00 
Montgomery County $111.00 
Talbot County $ 53.00 



TABLE 1 

DISPARITIES IN EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL FOR CURRENT EXPENSE, IN RANK ORDER, MARYLAND 
COUNTIES 1968-69 

Expenditure Dispari ties 
Per Pupil Distance from Distance 

average from highest 

TOTAL STATE $ 712 —164 

County 
Montgomery 876 $+164 $-— 
Baltimore County 726 + 14 -150 
Prince George's 725 + 13 -152 
Baltimore City 717 + 5 -159 
Charles 683 - 29 -193 

Howard 682 - 31 -195 
Frederick 679 - 33 -197 
Washington 672 - 40 -204 
Kent 652 - 60 -224 
Talbot 646 - 66 -230 

Ceci 1 638 - 75 -239 
St. Mary's 633 - 79 -243 
Allegheny 633 - 79 -243 
Queen Anne's 629 - 83 -248 
Harford 621 - 91 -256 

Anne Arundel 613 -100 -264 
Caroline 597 -116 -280 
Dorchester 591 -121 -286 
Calvert 584 -128 -292 
Carroll 582 -131 -295 

Worchester 572 -141 -305 
Wicomico 568 -144 -308 
Garrett 543 -169 -333 
Somerset 541 -171 -335 



Minimum Salary Schedules 

There is an adjustment for State minimum salaries paid in excess of the amount 
allowed in the legislation ($6645.00 per year per professional employee). If a 
district is required by the State minimum salary schedule to pay more for pro- 
fessional personnel than the average of $6645.00 per year, the State makes up 
the difference. 

The State minimum salary schedule is based on years of teaching experience and 
education; the higher in each category, the higher the salary. Wealthier dis- 
tricts are better able to afford hiring the better educated, more experienced 
teachers. The minimum salary schedules in these wealthier districts are higher 
from the flat allowance of $6645.00 in the legislation than the minimum salaries 
in the poorer districts. In effect, this provision encourages the wealthier coun- 
ties to hire the more expensive teachers. 

Thus if a subdivision has a greater than average number of its teachers at lower 
levels of experience and therefore at lower salary levels its allowance is reduced. 
In 1970, Prince George's County, a rapidly growing county that needed to hire many 
beginning teachers with little or no experience, lost $1.6 million in State funds 
as a result of these provisions. Anne Arundel County Tost $500,000 and St. Mary's 
$250,000 under the same provisions. These provisions benefit those subdivisions 
that can afford to hire more teachers at higher salaries. 

Incentive Aid 

Under the formula's incentive aid provision for numbers hired, the State shares in 
the first $6,645 of salary for each teacher hired over the minimum number allowed, 
(46 professionals per 1000 students) up to a limit of 50 per 1,000 pupils. For 
each teacher above the minimum, the State pays either the same percentage as in 
the foundation program, or 35% of the $6,645, whichever is greater. The wealthier 
counties benefit from this provision in two ways: they can afford to hire a number 
of teachers in excess of the minimum; and, because of the 35% minimum aid guaran- 
teed by the State, they receive proportionately more in relation to their local 
effort. In 1968/69 six of the wealthier counties benefited by the following per- 
pupil amounts: 

County 35% Incentive and Guarantee - (amount per pupil) 
Baltimore $5.73  ; 

Howard 1.98 
Montgomery 9.61 
Prince George's      0.20 
Talbot 3.85 
Worchester 0.27 

While there are other categories of aid for a variety of purposes, such as trans- 
portation, construction, education of handicapped children, etc., these aid cat- 
egories are determined according to different criteria and have little relationship 
to the foundation program. Therefore, we omit them from this discussion. It is 
the basic provisions, a foundation program which provides only $370 per pupil, and 
incentive aid for numbers and salaries of professionals and minimum guarantees. 



which fail to correct for the gross inequities in local wealth and fail to bring 
about equality of educational opportunity. 

These features clearly contradict or cancel out the theoretical concept of Maryland's 
formula: via a vis, holding the wealth of the state responsible for the educat- 
ional advantage offered a child rather than the wealth of the community in which 
he resides. In 1970, under the theoretical equalization formula the State share 
to the wealthiest county would have been minus 2.3% or no State funds. Under 
Maryland's current equalization formula this county received $18.3 million.5 

Tax Effort and Tax Burden 

Because education is financed largely from local revenues, one might think that 
citizens in Montgomery County, which spent $876 per pupil in 1968/69, valued ed- 
ucation more than the citizens in Calvert County, which spent $584 per pupil. 
However, this is not a valid assumption when one considers the effort made by the 
respective counties to support education. Effort in this case can be measured by 
the portion of the available local tax wealth that a district spends for its 
schools. The local tax wealth is the assessed valuation of real property plus 
taxable net income. Table 2 shows the relationship between the tax bases, the 
per-pupil expenditures and the efforts of the twenty-four school districts. 

It is evident from the table's figures that a major source of the disparities in 
educational spending is the disparity among the local tax bases. Two counties 
can exert essentially the same effort and yet obtain quite different per-pupil 
expenditures. For example, Montgomery County has an effort of 2.28%, and Calvert 
County 2.26%. Yet Calvert County spent $292 less per pupil than did Montgomery 
County. At the same time, one county can exert a lesser tax effort than some 
other counties and still obtain a higher per-pupil expenditure. Both Charles 
and Cecil counties made significantly greater efforts on behalf of their schools, 
yet spent $193 and $292, respectively, less per pupil than the highest spending 
county. 

The wealth per pupil in Montgomery County for 1968/69 was $30,349, while in St. 
Mary's County it was $10,679 per pupil.6 Because of Montgomery County's larger 
tax base, it had to exert only one third the effort of St. Mary's County to raise 
an additional dollar per pupil. The major cause of the disparities is further 
revealed by the yields of the local incomeNsurtax ("piggy-back tax"), a major 
source of revenue used to support education locally. The piggy-back tax yielded 
$30.75 per capita in Baltimore City, $70.90 inJtontciomery County, $41.44 in Prince 
George's County, and $12.54 in Garrett County/ This same local resource (piggy- 
back tax) in 1970/71 made $365.65 available per pupil to Montgomery County and 
$40.31 available per pupil to Garrett County. It is not difficult to see that 
a district's local tax base largely determines the amount of money available 
for educating children who live in that district, and that it is the major source 
of disparities in spending and inequality of educational opportunity. 

Since educational services must compete with other governmental functions for 
resources, other factors, such as tax effort and burden relating to Maryland's 
overall finance system and to the individual county units, must be considered. 
However, there is no appropriate measure which is meaningful except in relative 
terms. For this reason we will discuss Maryland, its counties, and Baltimore 
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City relative to other states and governmental units. In 1968 Maryland collected 
$1,636 million in general revenue from its own sources. Table 3 shows Maryland's 
standing on an overall measure of relative effort (state and local taxes and 
charges per $1,000 of personal income). 

Here we see that Maryland ranks thirty-second in state and local tax effort. Mary- 
land's position changes (in terms of higher effort) when only direct 
personal taxes are considered. 0 On this measure Maryland ranks number 18, with 
8.5% of all personal income paid out in direct, personal, state and local taxes. 

This latter figure is more a measure of tax burden, which refers to the ability 
and tax effort of the citizens under a particular jurisdiction, than of tax effort, 
which is the ability and effort of a governmental entity. The differences in rank, 
thirty-first for all taxes and eighteenth for direct personal taxes, suggests that 
among the states, Maryland places a relatively higher emphasis on taxes on in- 
dividuals than on business activity. 

In terms of the overall level of resources to tax, Maryland's rank of seventh among 
the states in personal income per capita ($3,742) suggests that the 
resource base exists. 

Availability to resources in the State as a whole does not, however, give us any 
indication of the distribution of resources and tax effort among the counties and 
cities of the State. This is a fundamental consideration in any discussion of tax 
burden and local resources within the State. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) measures tax burden 
by estimating the total yearly taxes paid to state and local governments by a fam- 
ily of four with a gross annual income of $10,000. Based on this measure Baltimore 
City ranks first among the large cities in the country: ACIR'S hypothetical family 
in Baltimore City pays $1,121 per year in State and local income, sales and property 
taxes. This level of tax burden is almost twice the national average of $676 and 
three times the level in Charleston, West Virginia--$387, the lowest tax burden 
among the major cities. 

The level of disparities in tax burden for Baltimore City is further .illustrated 
by a comparison of tax burdens for the nation's sixty-five largest Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's).^ Among this group, the Baltimore SMSA 
ranks thirty-fifth in tax burden.10 Although Baltimore City's burden is quite 
high, the burden of the SMSA is relatively much lower when the other counties 
are added. The disparity between the tax .burden of Baltimore City and the counties 
surrounding it, which compose the rest of the Baltimore SMSA, is evident in the 
following comparison: per capita taxes in Baltimore City are $193; per capita 
taxes for the "Outside of Central City" portion of the SMSA are $127. 

County Tax Burdens 

For the most accurate comparisons between the data just discussed in the section 
on inter-state comparisons, the same measures should be used. However, this is 
not completely feasible once we get inside the borders of a state, especially one 
as compact as Maryland. This is because the revenue figure used to calculate bur- 
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den in the previous section is based on direct personal taxess including 
sales taxes. To estimate these numbers, it is necessary to ignore interstate 
commerce: that iss the sales taxes paid by Maryland residents out-of-state9 and 
the taxes paid by non-Maryland residents within the State. When dealing at the' 
state level,, this assumption introduces relatively little error. Within the State, 
however, we have a different story. Four jurisdictions account for over 70% 
of the retail sales volume. Obviously, Baltimore City, Baltimore County, Mon- 
tgomery and Prince George's Counties are major retail sales centers for the 
Baltimore-Washington region. To say that the burden of retail sales taxes paid 
in those places falls on their residents only would introduce a substantial 
error. It would be possible to estimate what a normal retail sales tax burden 
would be for other counties using national averages. But assigning the surplus 
to other counties would have to be done in a rather arbitrary manner. 

Instead of using sales tax revenues for burden calculations, therefore, we will 
omit them and use only property and income taxes. Tax burdens for the twenty- 
four Maryland units are shown in Table 4. 

Further comparison of tax burdens among the twenty-four subdivisions in the State 
reveal that disparities in tax burden are the most striking in the area of local 
property taxes. Tax burdens calculated on the basis of State and local property 
taxes and income taxes are displayed in Table 4. The figures reveal that the 
lowest property tax burden is less than one-half of the highest property tax bur- 
den. The addition of State and local income taxes tends to reduce the magnitude 
of these disparities since income taxes are graduated and tend to fall more 
heavily on higher income levels. However, even with the inclusion of the income 
tax, the highest total tax burden is 1.6% times that of the lowest. For each 
$1,000.00 of personal income the residents of Garrett County pay $1.60 in State 
and local property and income taxes for each $1.00 paid by residents in Allegany 
County. 

A comparison of governmental expenditures between Baltimore City and the surround- 
ing counties which comprise the rest of the Baltimore SMSA demonstrate the disap- 
ities in the demands on the tax dollar between the two areas. The exhibit below 
shows that although total expenditures for the "Central City" (CC) far exceed the 
total expenditures for the "Outside Central City" (0CC) area, expenditures for 
education are higher in the suburban counties.'^ 

Per Capita Total Educational and Non-Educational Current Expenditures, Central 
City and Outside Central City, 1967-68 

Total Expenditures 
CC_    0C£ 

Baltimore $324    $201 
Average of 37 
largest SMSA's        $325    $260 

If tax effort in the Central Cities were low, one could argue that their lower 
expenditures on education are a reflection of a lower demand for education among 
the population of the Central Cities. But the level of tax effort is higher in 
the cities. One could also argue that the lower expenditures on education in the 
Central Cities is a reflection of different priorities: that is, the residents 
of the Central Cities prefer to spend their tax dollars for other governmental 
services rather than for education. A third alternative is that the nature of 
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Education 
CC     OCC 

Non-Education 
CC    OCC 

$105    $124 $218    $77 

$111    $143 $214   $117 



TABLE 4 

TAX BURDEN FOR MARYLAND COUNTIES IN TAX REVENUE PER $1000 OF PERSONAL INCOME, 
1968-69 

Local State State Local 
County Property Tax Property Tax Income Tax Income Tax Total 

Allegheny $72.50 $ 5.00 $ 46.60 $ 21.00 $145.10 
Anne Arunde ] 79.00 4.63 56.40 16.90 156.93 
Baltimore 85.00 4.10 54.90 19.20 163.20 
Balto. City 136.00 4.90 48.60 24.30 213.80 
Calvert 98.00 7.40 55.00 27.50 187.90 
Caroline 73.00 5.48 42.80 25.10 195.70 

Carroll 83.10 6.10 52.60 26.30 168.10 
Cecil 84.00 5.54 41.30 25.60 156.44 
Charles 105.00 7.10 55.40 27.70 195.20 
Dorchester 82.90 5.90 45.70 21.50 156.00 
Frederick 88.00 6.50 52.90 26.50 173.90 
Garrett 150.00 11.30 49,10 22.10 232.50 

Harford 72.40 5.70 55.80 22.40 156.30 
Howard 97.00 6.30 62.30 15.70 181.30 
Kent 107.00 8.20 51.90 27.80 194.90 
Montgomery 68.70 4.40 59.00 20.70 152.80 
Prince Geo. 77.00 4.56 55.60 25.00 162.16 
Queen Anne' s 113.00 8.40 54.30 11.30 187.00 

St. Mary's 91.00 6.80 56.10 28.10 182.00 
Somerset 99.00 7.80 52.90 18.70 178.40 
Talbot 86.00 6.48 60.30 21.30 174.08 
Washington 68.60 5.40 49.70 22.40 146.10 
Wicomico 75.00 6.48 49.90 18.10 149.48 
Worcester 146.00 12.40 53.60 10.90 222.90 

Sources: Summary Report, Resident Indivi dual Income Tax Return Fi led for the Year 
1968, Controller of the Treasury, Income Tax Division, Maryland, June, 1970. 

Twenty-Seventh Biennial Report of the State Department of Assessments and Taxation, 
Maryland, January, 1969. 
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the population of the Central City requires a higher level of governmental services 
for non-educational functions. The third alternative is supported by data which 
show that cities have higher proportions of welfare recipients, aged, handicapped 
and other segments of the population which makes a greater demand on governmental 
services. 

An additional claim on the tax dollar in the Central City is the extra demand for 
governmental services due to the high traffic of commuters in and out of the city 
and the high daytime population of workers who leave the city each evening. This 
problem of municipal overburden is common to all highly urban areas, as illustrated 
in the exhibit above.1 Governmental expenditures for the Baltimore SMSA follow 
the pattern of the average governmental expenditures of the thirty-seven largest 
SMSA's. 

Table 5 shows the differences in costs of other governmental services among the 
subdivisions; the figures reveal that Baltimore City has the highest equivalent 
tax rate, $3.58. If this same rate were to be levied in all subdivisions it would 
produce the additional revenues per pupil shown in the last column of the table. 
If this were the only factor involved, each of the counties could support education 
expenditure levels higher than Baltimore City to the extent shown in the table and 
with the same tax effort. 

The present pattern of intergovernmental aid does little to redress this inbalance. 
Below is a comparison of intergovernmental aid for the Baltimore SMSA with av- 
erages for the thirty-seven largest SMSA's. The figures report total aid, broken 
down into educational and non-educational components. 

Per Capita Intergovernmental Aid: Educational and Non-Educational City and Outside 
of Central City 1966-67u 

Total Expenditure       Education     Non-Education 
cc_    pcc_       CC_ 0CC_    (X    OCX 

Baltimore $174    $101 $40     $65    $134     $36 
Average of 37 
largest SMSA's        $128    $100        $48     $64    $ 80     $36 

The large amount of non-educational aid received by Central Cities can be accounted 
for largely by payments for welfare systems and Aid to Families with Dependent Chil- 
dren, most of which is supported by federal grants. The overall disparity in 
support for educational programs in the Baltimore SMSA is even greater than that 
observed for the average of large SMSA's. 

Thus we see that Maryland's present formula for equalizing educational expenditures 
among districts through reduction of the disparities resulting from differences in 
tax bases and tax burdens does not accomplish its goal. Tax efforts and tax bases 
prove to be inadequate measures for current equalization formulas. The use of these 
measures in our current formula has resulted in direct proportionate relationships 
to the tax base of a community rather than the inversely proportionate distribution 
necessary to achieve equalization. 

The Commission to Study the State's Role in Financing Public Education (appointed 
by Governor Marvin Mandel and chaired by Harry R. Hughes) pointed to these growing 
disparities in educational expenditures among subdivisions. 
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Per-Pupil expenditures for Current Expense (excluding Federal Funds)  
1964 Range $352 to $468 
1971 Range $599 to $1,027 
1964 Average $390 
1971 Average $794 

Salary level of teachers  
1964 Range $5,103 to $7,230 
1971 Range $8,110 to $11,932 
1964 Average $6,226 
1971 Average $10,091 

In its Background Book the Commission to Study the State's Role in Financing Public 
Education graphically summarized the effects of the present system's provision of 
State funds for operating costs in 1968/69 with calculations for two subdivisions: 

County A County B  

1. Wealth per pupil $30,349 $20,090 
2. Local Tax Levy Rate 1.96% 2.18% 
3. Local Tax Levy - Revenue per pupil $594.84 $437.96 
4. State Aid per pupil $144.76 $134.27 
5. Total available per pupil 3. + 4. $739.60 $572.23 
6. Total available had both levied 2.18% rate $806.37 $572.23 

Counties A and B are geographically adjacent to each other and may be assumed to 
have similar educational needs, in that they would have to pay comparable salaries, 
etc. County A has 51% more wealth per pupil than B; taxes itself at a rate 10% 
lower than B; realized a return per pupil from its own tax 36% greater than B; 
actually received 8% more State aid per pupil than B; and was able, with less 
effort, to spend $167.37 or 29% more for the education of each pupil than B. Had 
County A taxed itself as heavily as B, it could have expended $234.14 more per 
pupil. 

The principle of the State's formula is to reduce among the subdivisions the 
differences in tax wealth as a determinant of a child's educational opportunity; 
but minimum guarantees, low foundation levels, and dollar incentives for higher 
paid personnel defeat this aim. By enabling one county to spend more money with 
less effort than another county and thus receive more dollars in return from the 
State, the current formula in fact stimulates the increasing disparities among 
districts in school spending. 

INEQUALITIES IN EDUCATION 

There are many influences on a child's education, including his community, his 
family and the school he attends. Although a child's experiences outside the 
classroom will vary, the public school system at least has an obligation to insure 
that its educational offering be of high quality for all children. 

The problem of precisely defining quality in education is a difficult one. When 
one asks for a list of high-quality schools, one usually receives a list of a few 
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well-known suburban.schools. When one asks for a list of low-quality schools, 
one usually receives a list of urban and rural schools. There is clearly a 
deficiency in the approach of defining quality in education by the reputation 
of schools. So-called high-quality schools are characterized by one set of 
variables: high expenditures per pupil, low teacher-pupil ratios, fine physical 
plants, innovated programs. Low-quality 
schools are characterized by a different set of variables: relatively low ex- 
penditures per pupil, high teacher-pupil ratios, poor physical plants. 

Educational quality is also measurable in part, and includes such variables as 
the nature and number of programs available, performance by students on generally 
accepted tests, student and teacher attrition within the system, student growth 
in terms of expectations and acceptance of education, college acceptance, employ- 
ment, and other generally accepted criteria for measuring this concept. Even if 
one accepts as the defining characteristic of quality in education the level of 
educational achievement, and this is by no means the only defining criterion, one 
is left with the obvious and curious finding that higher educational achievement 
is associated with not only favorable socioeconomic variables but also high levels 
of school inputs. The converse is true with respect to lower educational achieve- 
ment. 

While more money can buy more educational services—more and better teachers, books, 
special instructors and programs, laboratory equipment, etc.—these educational 
services do not automatically mean a better education. Other vital factors include 
sensitive, dedicated teachers, parental concern and participation, and an environ- 
ment and community conducive to learning. Particularly in the State's urban areas 
the problems in education are integrally involved with other societal and economic 
demands which must be met. The Citizens Commission does not believe that dollars 
alone will provide quality education without the other factors. However, the 
educational services which money can buy provide the tools and facilities which 
allow the other components of quality in education to be most effective; thus 
educational services do contribute to a greater opportunity to receive a quality 
education. When disparities in expenditures for education among districts are 
based on the tax bases of these districts and not on educational needs, significant 
differences in dollars can mean disparities in the quality of education. 

Certainly there are limits as to what money can do in the nature of quality. It 
is reasonable to assume that education, like any other system, can absorb just so 
much of any variable and that at that point the law of diminishing returns takes 
effect. In the extreme there would be little difference between the quality of 
education received by a student on whom $100,000 had been spent and the quality 
of education received by a student on whom $200,000 had been spent. 

Maryland has not reached this extreme in expenditures for education; the State's 
educational expenditures are at a level where significant amounts of money can 
affect the quality of education received by a child. Although no one can guar- 
antee that for every additional dollar spent there would be a corresponding in- 
crease in quality, neither can the State defend spending several hundred dollars 
more on one student than on another on the basis of local tax wealth, with little 
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or no determination of, or relationship to, educational needs and performance. 

The Commission's examination of expenditures for education, instructional costs, 
pupil services and teacher characteristics in Maryland's schools suggested that 
there is a direct and positive relationship between a school district's tax base 
and the level of educational services provided to the students in that district. 
In Table 6 the twenty-four subdivisions are ranked according to the tax wealth 
available for each pupil from highest to lowest, and they are grouped in quartiles 
of six subdivisions. The difference between the ability of the subdivision with 
the highest tax base (Montgomery County) to support education and the ability of 
the subdivision with the lowest tax base (St. Mary's County) is nearly $20,000. 
An examination of the averages (unweighted) of the counties in the top quartile 
and the bottom quartile revealed that counties in the top quartile have twice the 
ability to support education as those in the bottom quartile. Most importantly, 
the rank order correlation between wealth and per pupil expenditures indicated 
that wealth and expenditures are related. (Although not a perfect relationship, 
the correlation of r = .576 may not be regarded as unrelated.) 

Public schools provide many services to their students: faculties, courses of 
study, guidance and vocational counseling and instructional materials. However,, 
of the services provided by schools the quality of teachers is one of the most  \ 
vital factors in the educational attainment of students.10 The results of our 
study indicated that those districts with highest tax base for education pay 
higher salaries. Table 6 illustrates the relationship between a subdivision's 
wealth and teacher salaries. When we examined wealth and average teacher sal- 
aries by quartile, we discovered a step-level function: as district wealth de- 
creased, the average teacher salary within the district decreased. 

Few people would question that there are many fine teachers receiving well be- 
low the highest salaries in Maryland. Nevertheless, all other factors being equal, 
the dynamics of the market place, particularly in the recruitment of new teachers, 
operate in education as in business. Also, those factors which generally are 
synonymous with quality teacher attributes—experience, advanced degrees, etc.— 
are in a large measure a function of salary. Table 7 offers undeniable evidence 
that these factors attributable to quality, teachers with more experience and 
those who have Masters degrees, are more likely to be found in school districts 
that pay higher salaries. The conclusion that the quality of professional staff 
is significantly higher in wealthy counties seems inescapable. 

There is a statistic that many regard as an important indicator of a quality 
education program—the per-pupil expenditure, for instruction. Per-pupil in- 
structional costs include professional salaries and instructional materials, 
namely those items that most directly affect what happens in the classroom. 

Table 8 presents the average instructional cost for each of the wealth-determined 
quartiles. It is clear that instructional costs are positively related to county 
wealth and that the "average" county in the top quartile spends over $80 more 
for instructional services, for each of its children, than the "average" county 
in the low quartile. 

If we assume that there are, conservatively, but 25 pupils in a classroom, the 
wealthy counties in the top quartile spend at least on an average of $2000 more 
in each classroom than the poorer counties in the bottom quartile. 
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TABLE 6 

COUNTY WEALTH AND EDUCATION EXPENDITURE IN MARYLAND 

Education Expenditure Rank in State Expen- 
County Wealth Per Pupil Per Pupil diture Per Pupil 

Montgomery $30,394 $876.40 1 
Baltimore 26,024 726.13 2 
Talbot 25,813 646.29 10 
Howard 22,655 681.65 6 
Worcester 21,191 571.56 21 
Kent 20,696 652.42 9 

average = 24,455 average = = 692. 41 

Frederick 20,105 679.27 5 
Prince George 20,090 724.88 3 
Allegany 18,027 633.21 13 
Washington 17,975 672.04 8 
Caproll 17,858 581.72 20 
Queen Anne 17,829 

i 

628.84 14 

average =18,667 average = = 653 32 

City 17,697 717.26 4 
Anne Arundel 17,366 612.59 16 
Wicomico 16,944 568.37 22 
Harford 15,946 620.85 15 
Dorchester 15,955 590.86 18 
Garrett 15,339 543.23 23 

average = 16,561 average = = 608 .86 

Cecil 14,817 637.54 12 
Charles 14,468 683.01 7 
Calvert 13,357 583.91 19 
Caroline 11,858 596.65 17 
Somerset 10,943 541.36 24 
St. Mary 10,679 633.23 11 

average = 12,687 average : = 612 .61 

=  .576 
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TABLE 7 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WEALTH AND AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY IN MARYLAND COUNTIES 

Average Wealth Per Pupil   Average Teacher Salary 
County     Quartile    for Counties in Quartile   for Counties in Quartile 

Montgomery 
Baltimore 
Talbot 
Howard        I $24,455 $9,342 
Worcester 
Kent 

Frederick 
Prince George 
Allegany 
Washington    II 18,667 9,143 
Carroll 
Queen Anne 

City 
Anne Arundel 
Wicomico 
Harford      III 16,561 8,844 
Dorchester 
Garrett 

Cecil 
Charles 
Calvert 
Caroline      IV 12,687 8,496 
Somerset 
St. Mary 
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TABLE 8 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY AND PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF 
TEACHERS IN MARYLAND COUNTIES 

Average    Experience Education 
Quartile 1   Salary     (per cent with 0-3   (percent Masters degree) 

years experience)    Elementary     Secondary 

1 $9,955 25.8 29.3 35.6 

9,165 31.7 18.9 25.9 

3 8,491 37.2 12.8 22.4 

4 8,213 43.1 6.2 14.9 

1. Quartile determined by ranking all counties according to average teacher 
salary. Consequently, dollar amounts shown differ slightly from those given in 
Table 7 where counties were ranked according to wealth of county. 

23 



Montgomery County had the highest per pupil instructional cost, $628; and Queen 
Anne's County had the lowest, $383, with a difference between the two of $245. 
By determining what this per-pupil difference can mean in terms of one classroom, 
the disparities in educational programs become more significant. Assuming the 
same 25 pupils in a classroom, we see that Montgomery County was able to spend 
approximately $6,000 more per classroom than Queen Anne's County. 

While most people will agree that small differences in per-pupil expenditures 
have little meaning, one may confidently assert that inequalities of educational 
opportunity exist when the differences between two counties in classroom expen- 
ditures vary by $6000.00. And a group of counties spends over $2000 more in 
every one of its classrooms than does another group of counties. 

Table 9 also indicates the expenditures for pupil personnel services, which in- 
clude the cost of guidance and counseling, school social workers and other re- 
lated activities that support the instructional program. The disparities between 
individual districts are great: Montgomery County spends about $13 per pupil, while 
Wicomico County spends little more than $2 per pupil. 

In contrast to the instructional costs, pupil personnel costs did not decrease 
consistently as county wealth decreased. While the school districts in the top 
quartile spent the most per pupil for personnel services, the districts in the 
bottom quartile spent more than those in the second or third quartiles. 

However, a comparison of the incidence of low income families within each county 
with expenditures for pupil personnel services revealed that the expenditures 
for pupil personnel services were often related to county wealth rather than to 
the needs of students. Montgomery County had the smallest percentage of children 
from low income families in its schools (1.5%) and Cecil and Calvert counties had 
the largest (35.0% and 35.0%). Yet Montgomery County spent over twice as much 
on pupil personnel services than Cecil and Calvert Counties. This relationship 
persisted even with the addition of Federal aid to State and local expenditures. 
Indeed, as may be seen in Table 10, analysis of expenditures for pupil personnel 
services revealed little relationship to the needs of school districts as in- 
dicated by the percentage of students from low income families. 
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TABLE 9 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WEALTH, INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS AND PROVISION OF PUPIL PERSONNEL 
SERVICES IN MARYLAND COUNTIES 

Counties 1 

Montgomery 
Baltimore 
Talbot 
Howard 
Worcester 
Kent 

Average Instructional 
Quartile   Costs (per pupil) 2 

$501 

Pupil Personnel 
Services (per pupil 2 

$6.41 

Frederick 
Prince George 
Allegany       II 
Washington 
Carroll 
Queen Anne 

468 3.96 

City 
Anne Arundel 
Wicomico       III 
Harford 
Dorchester 
Garrett 

430 4.30 

Cecil 
Charles 
Calvert 
Caroline 
Somerset 
St. Mary 

IV 422 5.56 

range $245 range $10.88 

1. Counties ranked according to wealth per pupil 

2. Costs exclude Federal aid with the exception of monies provided under Public 
Law 874 

Source: Selected Financial Data, Maryland Public Schools and Community Colleges, 
1968-69:~Ana1ysis of per Pupil Costs, Maryland State Department of Education. 1970 
(mimeographed). 
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TABLE 10 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EXPENDITURES FOR PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES AND NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN FROM LOW INCOME HOMES IN MARYLAND 

Percentage of Children  Expenditure for Pupil Per- 
Counties    Quartile 1    from Low Income Homes %     sonnel Services (per pupil) 

Calvert 
Cecil 
Worcester 
Charles       I 30.5 $4.70 
Wicomico 
City 

Kent 
Caroline 
Washington 
Garrett      II 23.0 $5.15 
Queen Anne 
Anne Arundel 

St. Mary 
Frederick 
Allegany 
Talbot       III 13.7 $4.82 
Howard 
Dorchester 

Prince Geo. 
Carroll 
Harford       IV 5.20 $6.00 
Baltimore 
Montgomery 

1. Quartiles are determined by ranking counties according to the percentage of 
children from low income families in each (range from Calvert 35.9 to Montgomery 
1.5). The fourth (low) quartile contains only 5 counties as data not available 
for Somerset.) 
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A FIVE DISTRICT STUDY OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND EDUCATION RESOURCES 

The Commission selected five school districts for more detailed study on a school- 
by-school basis of student population characteristics, distribution of educational 
services and school achievement. The five districts—Baltimore City, Baltimore, 
Calvert, Montgomery and Prince George's counties—represent a broad cross section 
of the State. Suburban, urban and rural areas, and both densely and sparsely 
populated areas are represented, and there is a great variation in available tax 
resources among the districts. The factors used in the school-by-school study 
were teacher characteristics (salaries, etc.), student characteristics (numbers 
from low income families) and student achievement (scores on reading and arith- 
metic tests as compared to national norms.) 

In the comparison of the teacher factor, the school-by-school analysis within a 
county revealed that each of the five districts studied seemed to make every 
effort to distribute teachers equally among their schools within the district. 
However, in each of the five districts, schools with higher numbers of children 
from low income families had lower achievement. This was true for Baltimore County 
and Montgomery County, where the percentages of low income children were very 
small, both county-wide and in individual schools. In Montgomery County, for 
example, where the majority of the schools exhibited high achievement, the schools 
with the higher number of low income children had the lowest achievement scores. 
(See Appendix A, "Equality of Educational Opportunity in Maryland: A Status 
Report," for the complete analysis of the data on the five districts studied). 
Table 11 summarizes the relationship between the socioeconomic level of students 
with achievement levels. 

Montgomery County has the lowest percentage (1.5%) of school children from low 
income families in the State. About 80% of the County's schools were character- 
ized as high achieving schools, and less than 20% were characterized as low achiev- 
ing schools. Based on the data collected in the Commission's study, no more than 
20% of the schools were characterized as low achieving in any of the grade levels 
or subject matters tested. Lower school achievement levels seemed to be associated 
with higher numbers of students from low income families. Tables 12, 13 and 14 
illustrate this association at the elementary, junior high and high school levels. 

When the district-wide achievement averages were compared with wealth per pupil, 
they further illustrated the association of low achievement with higher levels of 
low income families. Table 15 shows that Baltimore City, when compared to Bal- 
timore and Montgomery Counties, has a much higher percentage of children from 
low income families, has a lower tax base, exerts a greater tax effort for ed- 
ucation, has a lower per pupil expenditure, and much lower achievement levels. 

The school-by-school analysis in the five selected districts seems to indicate 
that at least in all five districts the Commission studied, lower achievement 
levels are associated with higher poverty levels, even in those districts with 
very small percentages of students from low income families. These results were 
found despite apparent efforts by districts to distribute teachers evenly through- 
out their schools. Furthermore, district averages of achievement levels were 
associated with the level of wealth of those districts—lower tax bases, lower 
achievement levels; high tax bases, higher achievement levels. Thus, while some 
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TABLE 12 

READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT CHAR- 
ACTERISTICS IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY (ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS) 

I. ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE- 
MENT 
LEVELS* 

POVERTY 
LEVEL** 
(Avg.) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER'S 
SALARY 

TEACHERS 
MASTERS 

WITH 
DEGREE 

TEACHERS WITHOUT 
CERTIFICATE 

TEACHERS 
WITH LESS 
THAN 3 YRS. 
EXPERIENCE 

N 

1 (low) 10.3% $10,547 30% 0.0% 29% 28 

2 2.5% 10,270 33% 0.0% 30% 30 

3 3.2% 10,846 33% 0.0% 35% 35 

4 (high) 0.6% 11,041 29% 0.09% 35% 33 

* DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 
**Pprr<arH 1" rhilrlre n fviin n "Inui-inr nmo 

1. 25% + scored below .23 
2. 16-26% scored below .23 
3. 8-15% scored below .23 
4. 0-7% scored below .23 

families residing in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 = 17% 

II READING ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE- 
MENT 
LEVELS* 

POVERTY 
LEVEL** 
(avg.) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER'S 
SALARY 

TEACHERS WITH 
MASTERS DEGREE 

TEACHERS WITHOUT 
CERTIFICATE 

TEACHERS 
WITH LESS 
THAN 3 YRS. 
EXPERIENCE 

1 (low) 3.8% $10,398 31% 0.0% 29% 33 

2 1.6% 10,629 30% 0.0% 31% 32 

3 0.6% 10,771 35% 0.02% 33% 33 

4 (high) 0.0% 11,154 27% 0.0% 37% 26 

•DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

1. 26% scored below .23 
2. 16-25% scored below .23 
3. 10-15% scored below .23 
4. 0-9% scored below .23 

**Percent children from low-income 
families residing in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 = 19% 
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TABLE 13 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY- JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS READING ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE- 
MENT 
LEVELS* 

POVERTY 
LEVEL** 
(avg.) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER'S 
SALARY 

TEACHERS 
MASTERS 

WITH 
DEGREES 

TEACHERS WITH"TEACHERS 
LESS THAN 3  WITH 
YRS. EXPER-  CERTIFICATE 
IENCE 

N 

1 (low) 6.7% $8,273 22% 0.0% 25% 7 

2 4.7% 10,544 43% 0.0% 31% 5 

3 1.5% 11,078 37% 0.0% 31% 8 

4 (high) 0.0% 9,235 33% 0.0% 25% 7 

27 TOTAL 

* DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

1. 26% + scored below .23 
2. 12-25% scored below .23 
3. 9-16% scored below .23 
4. 0-8% scored below .23 

**Percent children from 
low-incone families residing 
in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 + 17% 

30 



TABLE 14 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY - HIGH SCHOOLS READING ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE- 
MENT 
LEVELS* 

POVERTY 
LEVEL** 
(avg.) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER'S 
SALARY 

TEACHERS WITH 
MASTERS DEGREE 

TEACHERS WITH 
LESS THAN 3 
YRS. EXPER- 
IENCE 

TEACHERS WITH 
CERTIFICATE 

N 

1 (low) 11.7% $12,469 24% 0% 39% 4 

2 2.9% 12,517 24% 0% 43% 4 

3 0.0% 12,215 26% 0% 45% 4 

4 (high) 0.0% 12,195 26% 0% 39% 5 

* DEFINITION OF LEVELS: **pp, Tpnt rhil rirpn frnm Inw-i 

17 TOTAL 

nrnmp 

1. 20 + scored below .23 
2. 15-19% scored below .23 
3. 10-14% scored below .23 
4. 0-9% scored below .23 

families residing in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 = 18% 
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districts are apparently trying to distribute their resources equally, at least 
in relation to teachers, among schools within districts, large disparities between 
districts in education resources, educational services and achievement levels still 
exist. 

The Commission's research has indicated that the following chain of association 
exists: 

Socioeconomic Status of Parents 
Educational Tax Base per Pupil 
Expenditure per Pupil 
Level of Educational Services 
Educational Achievement 

Each item in the chain has been found to be associated with the subsequent item in 
the chain. Research in other states indicates that the same pattern is found in 
other areas as well as in Maryland. '' 

The Commission's study has shown that the State's program for financing public 
education, which is supposed to reduce inequities in educational services and com- 
pensate for local financial limitations, actually does neither. The present 
formula, which theoretically sets out to equalize opportunities does not eliminate, 
or even reduce, the association of wealth, levels of educational services, and 
achievement levels. 

33 



PART III 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY - A MANDATE FOR THE STATE 

The Commission was forced by the results of its study to the conclusion that the 
State is not fulfilling its responsibilities to its citizens for equal educational 
opportunity. The State's current school financing plan not only denies equal treat- 
ment to its students, it also denies Maryland citizens and taxpayers the benefits 
and protection they have a right to expect. It encourages considerable differences 
in education expenditures, and thus differences in the opportunities for a quality 
education. It permits and encourages through its own funding formula the expendit- 
ure of money based on the wealth of the community. Because of this disbursement of 
educational funds based on such arbitrary factors as local tax bases and geography 
rather than on educationally defensible criteria, the levels of educational oppor- 
tunity vary throughout the State. A child can move from one school district to 
another in Maryland and experience inequities in the educational opportunity offer- 
ed him, although his educational requirements do not change with his place of res- 
idence in the state. The Governor's Commission to Study the State's Role in Fin- 
ancing Public Education also concluded that:18 

-The State of Maryland is not presently meeting its obligation to all of its chil- 
dren, that the education aid formula under today's conditions results in an inequit- 
able allocation of funds, and that children are being denied equal or even ade- 
quate, opportunity because of place of residence. 

There are many complex definitions of equal educational opportunity, but the 
ultimate definition is the allocation of enough education resources to all students 
to permit each student to reach his own maximum level of educational attainment, 
limited only by his individual capabilities. Unfortunately, educational resources 
are limited, and this ultimate interpretation does not offer practical assistance 
in distributing limited resources. 

A good definition of equal educational opportunity is one which could be supposed 
to reduce the high correlations among socioeconomic status, level of educational 
services and student achievement as well as be administratively feasible. 

The first standard is the negative definition. Equality of educational opportunity 
exists when a child's educational opportunity does not depend upon either his 
parents' economic circumstances or his location within the state. In other words, 
the allocation of educational resources to every student shall not depend upon 
either of these "arbitrary" factors. Although this definition has the virtue 
of being precise, its usefulness is limited. It is more useful for demonstrating 
that equality does not exist; it is less useful for specifying the conditions of 
equality. 

A second standard represents an ideal standard of equal educational opportunity. 
The full opportunity definition is the ultimate interpretation of equal educational 
opportunity. It asserts that educational resources shall be allocated to every 
student until he reaches the limits imposed by his own capabilities. The fatal 
shortcoming of this definition is obvious—educational resources are limited. Ex- 
pending resources on every individual until he can no longer profit from them is 
impossible. Thus as a realistic standard for specifying the conditions of equality, 
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the full opportunity definition is meaningless. 

The majority of states currently employ some variation of what has been called 
the foundation definition of equal educational opportunity. Typically, the 
state foundation program stipulates a "satisfactory minimum offering", expressed 
in dollars, which shall be guaranteed to every student. When a local school 
system cannot supply that minimum offering at the state-mandated tax rate, the 
state makes up the deficiency. The degree of "equality" resulting from these 
programs is suggested by the findings of our research. 

While the foundation definition specifies a minimum in terms of educational 
resources, the minimum attainment definition specifies a minimum in terms of 
educational outcomes. The minimum attainment standard requires that educational 
resources be allocated to every student until he reaches a specified level of 
attainment. Obviously, this standard requires far greater expenditures for some 
students than for others. Thus, for example, when a student's reading achieve- 
ment falls below the norm for his grade, additional resources would be provided. 

The foundation and minimum attainment definitions are expressed in terms of 
minima; other definitions go beyond minima. The leveling definition of equal 
educational opportunity requires that resources be allocated in inverse propor- 
tion to students' ability. This standard is based on the assumption that students 
should, as nearly as possible, leave school with an equal chance of success. 
Since some students are more able than others and/or come from home backgrounds 
which facilitate their education, the schools should attempt to diminish these 
differences by concentrating on the less advantaged students. To be sure, there 
are limits to the extent to which schooling can result in equal attainment for all. 
Nevertheless, the allocation of resources in inverse proportion to students' 
ability would tend to result in equality of attainment. 

While the leveling standard requires the allocation of educational resources in 
inverse proportion to students' ability, the competition definition requires their 
allocation in direct proportion. This standard assumes that students have differ- 
ent capacities to profit from instruction and that the more able a student is, the 
greater should be his access to educational resources. The equality demanded by 
this standard is equality in the competition for access to educational resources. 
The relevant basis for competition is ability and not wealth or geography. 

The competition standard assumes that ability is a legitimate basis for a differ- 
ential allocation of the amount of educational resources; the equal dollars per 
pupil definition assumes that ability is an illegitimate basis. The equal dollars 
per pupil definition requires that educational resources be allocated equally to 
all students. Which resources and how they are used, of course, vary with the 
"needs" of the individual. 

An approximation to the equal dollars standard may be termed the maximum variance 
ratio definition. This standard requires that educational resources be allocated 
so that the maximum discrepancy in per-pupil expenditures does not exceed a spec- 
ified ratio. Thus, it might require that the maximum variation in per-pupil ex- 
penditure be no more than one and one-half to one. 

Finally, a standard—closely related to the negative standard described earlier— 
is the reasonable classification deftnition. This standard requires that what is 
regarded as a "suitable" level of support for a student of specified characteristics 
is suitable for that student wherever he lives within the state. The definition 
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requires a categorization of students on the basis of ability and interests. Thus, 
for example, if a six hundred dollar-a-year education is regarded suitable for 
college-bound students of average ability, then that amount should be established 
throughout the state. Or, if a twelve hundred dollar-a-year education is suitable 
for disadvantaged students in the primary grades, then that is what should be 
established statewide. 

How do we evaluate the alternative definitions? How do we choose the definition 
to be implemented in the decade of the 1970's? It will not be possible to engage 
in a complete analysis of all definitions here. But let us return to the criteria 
which we stated at the outset. A good definition is one which is administratively 
feasible. More importantly, a good definition is one which could be supposed to 
reduce the high correlations among socioeconomic status, level of educational ser- 
vices, and student achievement. At present, Maryland spends more money on the 
education of a resident in a wealthy county; it spends less money on the education 
of its residents in poorer counties. Wealthier school districts, by and large, 
have higher levels of educational achievement; poorer school districts have lower 
levels of educational achievement. We propose that in the decade of the 1970's, 
Maryland spend at least as much money in the public schools of all its school 
districts as it has been spending in the public schools of its wealthier districts. 

THE LEGAL CASE FOR EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY* 

As early as 1965 it became clear that a constitutional challenge to inequities in 
school finance could be made.19 The constitutional question is whether the Equal 
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States compels a state to afford equal educational opportunity to all students 
attending the public schools within that state without regard to where they live 
or the wealth of their local community. 

State courts have generally viewed education as a state, and not a local function-- 
contrary to general belief. Therefore, at least according to state courts, the 
primary burden of public education resides in the state. Moreover, because ed- 
ucation is a state function, school funds are state funds, whether raised locally 
or statewide. The state legislature has extensive discretion in the disbursement 
of these funds. Traditionally, states have permitted local school districts to 
collect and retain the bulk of school funds. This policy has led to the current 
popular misunderstanding that education funds derived from local sources are local 
funds. 

Three general and settled principles now guide the courts in decisions concerning 
the financing of public schools in a state: The state has plenary power with respect 
to taxation for schools; School taxes, whether collected by the state or the local- 
ities, are state taxes; and the state retains discretionary power over the method 
of distribution of school funds. 

* A full discussion of the legal questions outlined in this section is found in 
Arthur E. Wise, Rich Schools, Poor Schools: The Promise of Equal Educational 
Opportunity (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1969). 
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The state itself may collect school taxes or it may authorize school districts 
to collect taxes in its behalf. In an early case involving the role of the state 
in financing public schools, an action was brought to enjoin the payment of funds 
under an act providing aid for "weak" school districts. The court held: "In a sen- 
se it is a misnomer to label this appropriation as an aid to weak school districts. 
Less appropriately it is true, but not without some reason, might we designate 
as an aid to the state the school funds raised by a school district's own tax 
levy for the promotion of public school work." This opinion is particularly sig- 
nificant in its clarification of the concept of state aid to local school districts. 
Since school districts are in fact an agency of the state, it may be a misnomer 
to designate funds applied by the state as aid to the district. 

In effect, a state's school finance statutes embody a de facto classification of 
the students in the state on the basis of the school district where they happen 
to reside. This classification, explicitly on the basis of school districts and 
implicitly on the basis of local assessed valuation per pupil, largely determines 
the quality of educational opportunity the student is to receive. 

The U. S. Constitution allows states to classify. Generally, however, the Supreme 
Court has ruled that to be reasonable a classification must be related to the pur- 
pose of the law. The question becomes: Is the classification of students accord- 
ing to the tax base where they live sufficiently related to the purpose of the law 
to be considered reasonable? 

The logic of the case for equal educational opportunity is to be found in three 
lines of Supreme decisions. These cases enunicate general principles which, while 
not controlling in the present instance, at least indicate how the court might 
approach the problem of inequality in education. 

The school desegregation cases, especially Brown v. Board of Education in 1954, 
have developed the framework to define public education as a constitutional right 
which fell within the scope of the Equal Protection Clause:^0 

-Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state and local govern- 
ments. Compulsory school attendance laws and the great expenditures for educa- 
tion both demonstrate our recognition of the importance of education in our demo- 
cratic society. It is required in the performance of our most basic public re- 
sponsibilities, even service in the armed forces. It is the very foundation of 
good citizenship. Today it is the principal instrument in awakening the child to 
cultural values, in preparing him for later professional training, and in helping 
him to adjust normally to his environment. In these days, it is doubtful that 
any child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the oppor- 
tunity of an education. Such an opportunity, where the state has undertaken to 
provide it, is a right which must be made available to all on equal terms. 

In this case, the court was attempting to establish the proposition that dis- 
crimination in education by the state may not be based on color. In an attempt 
to avoid desegration, officials of one county in Virginia closed the public schools 
and supported private, segregated schools. At the same time, public schools in 
all the other counties of the state were being maintained. In Griffin v. County 
School Board, the court held: 21 

-Whatever nonracial grounds might support a state's allowing a county to abandon 
public schools, the object must be a constitutional one, and grounds of race and 
opposition to desegregation do not qualify as constitutional. 
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The state cannot permit differences among school districts when the basis for 
that difference is race. 

The proposition that geography alone cannot form the basis for quantitative diff- 
erences from one part of a state to another emerges from the reapportionment cases. 
In this instance, the court was establishing the principle that historical accidents 
associated with the boundary lines.Qf local governmental units could not be used 
to dilute the value of some votes:^ 

-The concept of equal protection has been traditionally viewed as requiring the 
uniform treatment of persons standing in the same relation to the governmental 
action questioned or challenged. With respect to the allocation of legislative 
representation, all voters, as citizens of a state, stand in the same relation 
regardless of where they live. Any suggested criteria for the differentiation 
of citizens are insufficient to justify any discrimination as to the weight of 
their votes, unless relevent to the permissible purposes of legislative apportion- 
ment. Since the achievement of fair and effective representation for all citizens 
is concededly the basic aim of legislative apportionment, we conclude that the Equal 
Protection Clause guarantees the opportunity for equal participation by all 
voters in the election of state legislators. 

By implication, there may be some criteria which justify differentiation among 
persons within a state, but, at least in the case of voting, geography is not 
one of these. 

The third general proposition concerns the irrelevance of wealth to social justice 
and is based on cases in the area of the administration on one of a state's ser- 
vices--criminal justice. These cases confronted one kind of discrimination between 
the rich and the poor in the application of state laws. In the landmark case of 
Griffin v. Illinois, " the Supreme Court held that an indigent defendant cannot 
be denied the same opportunity to appeal an adverse judgment that is available 
to others simgly because he cannot afford the price of a transcript of the trial 
proceedings: 

-It is true that a state is not required by the federal Constitution to provide 
appellate courts or a right to appellate review at all But that is not to say 
that a state that does grant appellate review can do so in a way that discriminates 
against some convicted defendants on account of their poverty. 

The Griffin rule has been extended to include a wide range of services which the 
state must make available to indigent defendants. It has become increasingly 
clear that governmental discrimination may not be based upon wealth, at least 
in the area of criminal justice. 

The general propositions which have emerged from these three lines of cases create 
a climate within which one can question whether the absence of equal educational 
opportunity within a state constitutes a denial by the state of the equal protect- 
ion of its laws. These cases develop the concept of reasonable classification 
which is particularly important in the question of equal educational opportunity. 
The concept of equal protection requires the uniform treatment of persons standing 
in the same relation to the governmental action in question. It does not require 
that persons different in fact be treated in law as though they were the same, 
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it does require that those who are similar be similarly treated. While the 
method for allocating educational funds must be changed, there must be a rational 
basis for allocating these funds. What is clear is that the amount of money spent 
on a child should not depend upon his parents' economic circumstances or his 
location within the state. 

There have been several attempts to test the theory outlined above in the courts. 
The first of these was Mclnnis v. Shapiro originating in Illinois.2^ The case 
had not been well-prepared and the Federal District Court dismissed the complaint 
for failure to state a good cause of action. An appeal from this decision was 
made directly to the U.S. Supreme Court. The court summarily affirmed the lower 
court judgment without writing an opinion/6 A similar case originating in Virginia 
received the same treatment/7 The summary treatment of these cases by the Supreme 
Court leaves their implications unclear. It may well be that the decisions simply 
represent decisions by the court not to hear the cases. This would not be sur- 
prising since the issue had not received extensive examination in the lower courts. 
The Supreme Court is reluctant to break new constitutional ground without sub- 
stantial prior activity in the lower courts. The court's desegration and re- 
apportionment decisions were reached only after many years of litigition. 

A more limited case has been brought before the courts testing the Florida Mi 11 age 
Rollback Act. This statute prohibits a local school district from taxing itself 
more than ten mills, preventing local school districts from raising their own 
revenues. This prohibition means that some school districts cannot raise 
sufficient funds for education. The Federal District Court ruled in favor of 
the plaintiffs. The state of Florida appealed to the Supreme Court, which ruled 
that the case be sent back to the lower court for further hearings. A decision 
in favor of the plaintiffs in this case will mean simply that Florida school 
districts will be in a position similar to that "enjoyed" by school districts 
throughout most of the rest of the nation: They will be free to tax themselves 
as much as they will or can. 

Judge J. Skelly Wright's second landmark decision has considerable relevance 
if not legal force for the concept of equal educational opportunity.   In the 
earlier Hobson v. Hansen case the court had enjoined the District of Columbia school 
board from discriminating on the basis of racial or economic status in the op- 
eration of the public school system.29 Based on the court's finding of a systematic 
discrimination in the distribution of the District's educational resources, it 
held-.30 

-However, the Supreme Court ultimately decides the question of the school board's 
duty to avoid pupil-assignment policiies which lead to de facto segregation by race 
and class, it should be clear that if whites and Negroes, or rich and poor, are to 
be consigned to separate schools, pursuant to whatever policy, the minimum the 
Constitution will require and guarantee is that for their objectively measurable 
aspects these schools be run on the basis of real equality, at least unless any 
inequalities are adequately justified. 

-The constitutional principle from which this modern separate-but-equal rule draws 
its sustenance is, of course, equal protection. Orthodox equal protection doctrine 
can be encapsulated in a single rule: Government action which without justification 
imposes unequal burdens or awards unequal benefits is unconstitutional. The com- 
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plaint that analytically no violation of equal protection vests unless the in- 
equalities stem from a deliberately discriminatory plan is simply false. What- 
ever the law was once, it is a testament to our maturing concept of equality that, 
with the help of Supreme Court decisions in the last decade, we now firmly rec- 
ognize that the arbitrary quality of thoughtlessness can be as disastrous and un- 
fair to private rights and the public interest as the perversity of a willfull scheme. 

-Theoretically, therefore, purely irrational inequalities even between two schools 
in a culturally homogeneous, uniformly white suburb would raise a real constit- 
utional question. 

In 1971, however, teacher expenditures per pupil varied from $669 in the wealthy 
section of Washington to $528 in the poor section, a difference of 26.7%. The 
plaintiffs returned to court, and the court decreed: 

-On and after October 1, 1971, per-pupil expenditures for all teachers' salaries 
and benefits from the regular District of Columbia budget (excluding Title I ESEA 
funds; UPO funds, and, in general, all funds not from the regular congressional 
appropriation) in any single elementary school (not "administrative unit") shall 
not deviate by more than five per cent from the mean per-pupil expenditure for 
all teachers' salaries and benefits at all elementary schools in the District of 
Columbia school system as that mean is defined in this paragraph. The five per 
cent limit may be exceeded only for adequate justification on an individual 
school basis shown to this court in advance. "Adequate justification" shall 
include provision of compensatory education for educationally deprived pupils 
at certain schools or provision of special educational services for the mentally 
retarded or physically handicapped at certain schools or other "exceptional" 
students. It shall also include a showing that variance above or below the five 
per cent limit is accounted for solely on the basis of economies or diseconomies 
of scale. For purposes of this order, the "mean" shall be computed after ex- 
cluding from the computation total expenditures of all teachers' salaries and 
benefits and total average daily membership at all schools for which permission 
to exceed the five per cent limitation because of compensatory education or ed- 
ucation of "exceptional" students is sought and granted. 

The decision refers only to the District of Columbia and the opinion only concerns 
intra-district variation in educational expenditures. However, the logic and the 
law of the opinion could apply as well to inter-district (statewide) discrimination 
in the allocation of educational resources where that discrimination is based upon 
wealth alone. It should be noted, too, that while the decree mandates approx- 
imately equal per-pupil expenditures, it specifically allows additional compen- 
sation for deprived and handicapped pupils. 

The opinion's treatment of "teacher expenditure per pupil" is of some interest. 
The figure reflects both pupil-teacher ratio (smaller in the wealthy section) and 
average teacher cost (greater in the wealthy section). The latter finding results 
from the fact that the more experienced and more highly paid teachers are found 
in the wealthy section. The court's solution was: "The law requires either that 
experienced teachers be distributed uniformly among the schools in the system or 
that some offsetting benefit be given to those schools which are denied their 
fair complement of experienced teachers." 

Perhaps the most significant recent court action is that of the State Supreme 
Court of California which has ruled that a system of financing education similar 
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to Maryland's creates an unconstitutional denial of equal protection. In the 
Serrano v. Priest case the court said:3! 

-We are called upon to determine whether the California public school financing 
system, with its substantial dependence on local property taxes and resultant wide 
disparities in school revenue, violates the equal protection clause of the Four- 
teenth Amendment. We have determined that this funding scheme invidiously dis- 
criminates against the poor because it makes the quality of a child's education 
a function of the wealth of his parents and neighbors. Recognizing as we must that 
the right to an education in our public schools is a fundamental interest which 
cannot be conditioned on wealth, we can discern no compelling state purpose nec- 
essitating the present method of financing. We have concluded, therefore, that 
such a system cannot withstand constitutional challenge and must fall before the 
equal protection clause. 

And they further state: 

-We, therefore, arrive at these conclusions. The California public school fin- 
ancing system, as presented to us by plaintiffs' complaint supplemented by matters 
judicially noticed, since it deals intimately with education, obviously touches 
upon a fundamental interest. For the reasons we have explained in detail, this 
system conditions the full entitlement to such interest on wealth, classifies its 
recipients on the basis of their collective affluence and makes the quality of a 
child's education depend upon the resources of his school district and ultimately 
upon the pocketbook of his parents. We find that such financing system as presently 
constituted is not necessary to the attainment of any compelling state interest. 
Since it does not withstand the requisite "strict scrutiny," it denies to the 
plaintiffs and others similary situated and equal protection of the laws.* If the 
allegations of complaint are sustained, the financial system must fall and the 
statutes comprising it must be found unconstitutional. 

The U. S. Commission on Civil Rights has stated that "it may well be that the sub- 
stantial fiscal and tangible inequalities which at present exist between city and 
suburban school districts...contravene the 14th Amendment's equal protection guar- 
antee." Relying on the quotation from Brown v. Board of Education, supra, —" 'where 
a state provides education, it must be provided to all on equal terms'" — the com- 
mission concluded that this passage "would appear to render at least those sub- 
stantial disparities which are readily identifiable—such as disparities in fiscal 
support, average per-pupil expenditure, and average pupil-teacher ratios—uncon- 
stitutional ." The commission also cited the reapportionment decisions and Griffin 
v. Illinois, supra, concluding, "Here, as in Griffin, the state may be under no 
obligation to provide the service, but having undertaken to provide it, the state 
must insure that the benefit is received by the poor as well as the rich in sub- 
stantially equal measure." (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, op. cit. supra, p. 
261 fn. 282.) 
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RECENT RESPONSES TO THE MANDATE FOR EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 

During May, 1971 the Citizens Commission conducted public hearings throughout the 
State. The purpose of our hearings was to provide a forum for information on 
fiscal and governing school issues confronting local officials, educators and the 
general public. A list of witnesses who testified before the Commission is found 
in Appendix E. 

In written testimony Dale Anderson, County Executive of Baltimore County, stated: 

-It is said that one may delegate his authority but one cannot delegate his respon- 
sibility. The state can only fulfill its responsibility to provide equal education- 
al opportunity by making its resources available for financing the rising cost of 
education. The per-pupil expenditures vary so greatly among subdivisions that it 
is obvious that the level of education, cannot be the same in all. 

Dr. John L. Carnochan, Jr., Superintendent of Schools in Frederick County, told 
the Commission: 

-In the first place, I must state that I believe very strongly in a state system 
of education which is completely equalized. If, in fact, pupils of the public 
school system are to receive equitable.treatment regardless of their place of 
birth, it is the state's responsibility to see that this happens 

-Under a state system of education the wealthy jurisdictions must assist those 
who are less wealthy. Many poor subdivisions of the state now make a greater 
effort toward the educational costs than the wealthy systems. Such a system is 
not fair and equitable and should not be allowed to continue. 

Finally, Dr. James A.Sensenbaugh, State Superintendent of Schools, said, "Contin- 
ued local financing of the lion's share of current expenses will mean continued 
intolerable disparity in the education of children." 

In addition, we examined a proposal (Hughes Formula) to replace the State's 
current formula. This formula was proposed by the Governor's Commission to Study 
the State's Role in Financing Public Education. Upon examination of the problem, 
they first stated in their report:32 

-Can the state, through such delegation of responsibility, avoid an obligation to 
make all of its resources available to guarantee equal, or substantially equal, 
opportunity for every child? Should place of residence within political boundary 
lines, resulting in vastly disparate concentrations of financial resources, be 
allowed to determine the adequacy of a child's educational opportunity? Within 
Maryland, are educational needs of children not being met because of the uneven 
distribution of financial resources? 

And further:33 

-The Commission concludes that the State of Maryland is not presently meeting its 
obligation to all of its children, that the education aid formula under today's 
conditions, results in an inequitable allocation of funds, and that children 
are being denied equal or even adequate, opportunity because of place of residence. 
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34 
The Hughes Commission recommended the following: 

-The present equalization formula, under which State aid is provided for the 
operating costs (Basic Current Expense) of public elementary and secondary schools 
would be replaced by a single formula which fully equalizes, without adjustment, 
the program of education to be supported by the State. The program to be supported 
in each subdivision should be the prior year's per-pupil expenditure level in 
that subdivision for such operating costs. The State over-all share of the cost 
of this program should be 55%. The State should continue to fully fund the cost 
of retirement and Social Security, and the approved costs of transportation and 
special education. 

By basing the recommended formula's disbursement of funds to a subdivision on the 
"prior year's per-pupil expenditure level in that subdivision," the Hughes Com- 
mission's recommendation locked in present inequities in the financing of schools 
resulting from the State's present formula. The formula assumed the inequities 
on current expenditures would not need correcting and attempted to equalize on an 
inequitable base. It also started with the assumption that inequities represented 
the local effort or desire for financing their schools. A formula perpetuating 
fiscal inequities or the assumption that inequities are representative of local 
effort would weaken the State's purpose of providing equal opportunity to all of 
its children. 

An example of this concept of perpetuating the inequities now in existence through 
the use of last year's per-pupil expenditure can be seen in Prince George's County. 
In written testimony to our Commission it was stated: 

-In a few short years. Prince George's County, by virtue of an imperfect formula 
and precipitous growth, faced a financial crisis primarily because of its educat- 
ional demands  

This year alone. Prince George's County lost $1.6 million in State funds under 
the current formula's provisions for salary adjustments. If the Hughes formula 
were to be applied this year, this loss of $1.6 million would be 
reflected in the per-pupil expenditure in Prince George's County. 

Table 1 further illustrates some of the results of implementation of the proposed 
formula. 

Exhibit 1 compares graphically the effects of the Hughes formula with the per- 
pupil expenditures of the present formula and a hypothetical formula which merely 
adds $150 to each district's per-pupil expenditure under the current State formula. 
Under the hypothetical formula Montgomery County does not receive the additional 
$150 per pupil. Per-pupil expenditures are entered on the vertical axis of the 
graph. The twenty-four subdivisions on the horizontal axis, are placed in des- 
cending order according to the 1970/71 per-pupil expenditures under the present 
formula. The graph demonstrates that under the Hughes Commission proposed for- 
mula the State would be spending more money while increasing the disparities in 
spending. 

In 1969/70 Talbot County had 4,500 school children and a per-pupil wealth of 
$27,000. Under the proposed formula Talbot County would receive $91 more per 
pupil. Whereas in the same year St. Mary's County, with approximately double the 
school population of Talbot and less than one-half the wealth per pupil, would 
receive only $60 more per pupil under the proposed formula. 
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TABLE 1 

1970/71   per pupil Proposad 
expeaditure Fornrola 

JSontsoKsrj Co.     - $ 968.00 $ 1,098.00 

Ptince G3org3»s           700.00 916.CO 

Difference               $ 268.00 182.00 

Deci'easss the difference in spending by $86.00 

Montgonary Co.            968.00 1,098.00 

Baltimore City            61i6.00 838.00 

liifference                   322.00 260.00 

Decreases differences in spending by $62.00 

Kontgorcery Co.             968.00 1,093.00 

Dorchester                   607.00 7lj0.0Q 

Difference                    361.00 3^8.00 

Stabilises the inequity 

Hontgomsry Co.             968.00 1,098.00 

St. Mary's Co.             ^09.00 £69.00 

Difference                   I1S9.OO 529.00 

jjicreases differences in spending by $70.00 

Kontgo:r.ery~Co.             968.00 1,098.00 

Gari'ett Co.-               5>2i?.00 $61.00 

Difference                   I|Ii3.00 537.00 

Increases, difference in spending by $9h.00 
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Anotlier effect of this formula was seen when we examined the eight counties 
currently under the minimum guarantee. Although these eight counties represent 
only one-third of the State in numbers, they do represent 62% of the State's 
wealth in local tax bases and they would receive better than 50% of the proposed 
$164 million in increased State aid. 

The question raised by the use of any formula should be: Does this formula 
provide for a resource allocation which will not make educational opportunity 
dependent on where a student lives, what his parental circumstances are, or how 
highly his neighbors value education? 

We found the Hughes formula would not provide for these concepts and in fact 
would increase inequities in the short run rather than decrease them. 

In projecting the long term effects of the formula up to 1980 we found the per- 
pupil expenditures to be inversely proportionate to local wealth. In effect, 
by 1980, the State would be spending more per pupil where there is a low wealth 
per pupil and spending less where a high wealth per pupil exists. 

The Hughes Commission's recommended equalization formula was considered by the 
Education Subcommittee to the Joint Fiscal Committee of the 
1971 Legislative Council, but it did not meet with the Subcommittee's approval. In- 
stead a revised proposal was made by the Education Subcommittee to the Joint Committee 
of the Legislative Council. 
This revised proposal was defeated by both the House and Senate members of the 
Council. 

The failure or success of an equalization formula seems closely linked to the 
legislative process. 

Both Hughes formulas were conceived to make State money available for counties 
choosing to achieve equal educational opportunity through an inversely propor- 
tionate distribution of funds. The formulas did not provide for the State's 
responsibility to assure equal educational opportunity in every school district. 

In committee process, the revisions of the formula reflected this optional con- 
cept. The revisions set aside the high spending counties as unrepresentative 
of the State average per-pupil expenditures. The State average per-pupil ex- 
penditure was $721.00, whereas the formula provides an average of the county's 
average which allowed the State to fund in at $641.00. In addition, the total 
State share was to be less than previously proposed (55% of the State's overall 
expenditures) by lowering the State's percentage shared in expenditures over the 
$641.00. Table 1 illustrates this two-step revised formula. 

Both the Hughes Commission's recommended formula and the revised proposal 
defeated by the Legislative Council failed to take into account tax effort or 
burdens. Neither proposal eliminated inequities in educational expenditures re- 
sulting from varying local tax bases. They would not provide the State with a 
tool to meet its fiscal responsibilities necessary to assure equal educational 
opportunity. Both still placed the burden for financing public education on 
local tax bases. 
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PART IV 

FUTURE STUDENT ENROLLMENTS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STATE 

In order for the State to plan rationally for educational expenditures in the future 
and to develop an equitable plan for financing the schools, it must know the prob- 
able rate of population growth. The Citizens Commission developed sophisticated 
models for future enrollments in the public schools of Maryland through 1980. 
(A detailed explanation of models as well as the enrollment projections are found 
in Appendix B.) To arrive at population forecasts and student enrollments for 
each year through 1980, we used actual 1960 census figures, with an adjustment based 
on the percentage of error in the 1960 census' projections for 1970. Population 
figures for intermediate age groups and years were interpolated from population 
figures for 1960, 1970 and 1980 in major age groups. 

The student enrollment forecasts for Maryland were obtained by grouping schools in 
each of the twenty-four districts according to whether they were public, Catholic 
or non-Catholic private schools. Each of these three categories was considered 
as graded from kindergarten through grade twelve; pre-kindergarten programs were 
not included. Using enrollments and numbers of graduates for the school years 
1968/69 and 1969/70, the forecast estimated rates of admission into each system, 
rates of promotion, repetition and transfer within and between systems, and drop- 
out and graduation rates. These rates of the movement of students into and among 
the various school systems and grades were combined with the population forecasts 
in order to estimate future enrollments for each school district through 1980. 
Three different simulations of possible future situations which may affect school 
enrollment were performed for each school district and are discussed at length 
in Appendix B. 

The Commission's student population projections are very significant, particularly 
in light of the growth in school enrollment in Maryland in the last twenty years. 
Maryland's school population in 1950 was 320,000 students. In 1965-66 Maryland 
had 735,000 students, and by 1969 its student enrollment had grown to 891,981, a 
21.3% growth in five years; in 1970 the State's student enrollment was 911,206. 
However, our projections estimate that by 1975 public school enrollments will 
drop to approximately 880,600 students and that not until 1980 will enrollments 
again reach the current level of approximately 900,000 students. Furthermore, 
our projections indicate that metropolitan regions are slowing down in population 
growth and that some Eastern Shore counties and other rural areas are losing 
population while others are gaining. The Center for Metropolitan Studies has 
reported that Montgomery County is the first jurisdiction in the Washington 
Metropolitan area to reach "zero population growth".  In demographic terms this 
means that women of child bearing age in Montgomery County are giving birth to 
only enough children to replace themselves and their mates. 

This leveling off of school enrollment growth has tremendous implications for 
the State. If the State's financial resources continue to grow, more money will 
be available for relatively fewer students, and the State will be able to con- 
centrate its efforts on equalizing educational opportunities throughout the State 
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and on improving the quality of the educational opportunity it offers its 
children. Declining and leveling student populations could counteract any nec- 
essary increases in expenditures to equalize per-pupil expenditures and improve 
educational quality. 

In testimony before Senator Mondale's Committee on Equal Educational Opportunity, 
Dr. Henry Levin stated:36 

-I think that dollars can make a difference, if one begins to think in terms of 
education. One of the problems is that additional dollars, as they move into the 
educational system, have never really been married up to education. A typical 
school that receives a Title I allotment simply gets the staff together and 
decides how many additional remedial teachers they will hire, how much they will 
reduce class size this year, how many overhead projectors they will buy. It is 
like going out and buying a shopping list. They have not thought about why the 
particular techniques, approaches, and resources that they have used have failed 
the same children in the past. They have not questioned whether just larger 
quantities of the same resources that have failed children in the past are going 
to succeed In fact, I would raise a paradox here by suggesting that if a group 
of students failed to learn in a situation with a given curriculum, set of teachers, 
or training in a given class size, I would expect, at least logically, and I am 
talking a little tongue in cheek here, that the failure would be greater by re- 
ducing class size, because you are in effect concentrating the failure of fewer 
children.... 

It is apparent that the State's present method for funding education bears little 
relationship to educational needs, priorities or quality. Between 1950 and 1960, 
the pupil population in Maryland increased 83%, while educational expenditures 
doubled. Between 1960 and 1970, however, the student population increased 55% 
while educational expenditures tripled. The Governor's Committee to Study the 
State Tax Structure estimated that educational expenditures would reach $1.6 
billion by 1975. 

Because the present system of financing education in the State is based on local 
tax bases, it.cannot distribute educational resources throughout the State as 
populations shift and educational needs change. Furthermore, the State faces 
unanticipated disbursements of money to local districts because of changes in 
local tax bases and assessment ratios. This year such an unexpected disbursement 
cost the State $3.6 million dollars which were not related in any way to educational 
objectives. The State can begin to "marry up" dollars to education, as Dr. 
Levin suggests, if it begins to relate educational expenditures to educational 
priorities and the needs of the future student population. 
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CHAPTER V 

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT 

THE NEED FOR EFFECTIVE LOCAL CONTROL 

The strongest objection to full state funding is the belief that it would result 
in a diminution of local school control. All that can be predicted with certainty 
at the moment is the loss of one element of local school control—the power of school 
districts to determine their level of expenditures. The projected loss of any 
other powers is purely speculative. 

The assumption that local financing is inextricably interwined with local control 
was called into question by James B. Conant in a speech before the Education 
Commission of the States in 1968: 

-I would point out, however, that in the years in which I have tried to convince 
people of the importance and the correctness of our system here in the United 
States, I always assumed that local control of schools was a necessary conseq- 
uence of local financing of the schools and vice versa. I think the New Bruns- 
wick example is a demonstration that this equation may well be wrong. It may 
well be that you can have local control of all the vital aspects of the public 
schools and still have the financing at the state level through state taxes 
and not through the local property tax. 

The only actual test of centralized financing and decentralized control has been 
in the Canadian Province of New Brunswick. The Advisory Commission on Inter- 
governmental Relations, in its report on the New Brunswick experience concluded 
that the provincial takeover of school finance "...leaves room for local admin- 
istration and local discretion rather than necessitating centralized decision- 
making on the Hawaii model."37  (Hawaii was, of course, established as a central- 
ized school system in its pre-statehood period.) New Brunswick is still in the 
process of establishing new relationships centering on the shift from local to 
provincial financing. Moreover, there are enough differences between the Can- 
adian and American situations to prevent direct comparisons. For example, 
curriculum was and remains a provincial responsibility, although efforts are 
being made to decentralize. Nonetheless, the New Brunswick experience suggests 
that substantial control can remain at the local level with centralized financ- 
ing. 

The argument that centralized financing will lead to a loss of local control is 
a largely untested hypothesis. At its worst, the argument is a smokescreen 
for opponents of equality of educational opportunity. At its best, the argument 
is an expression of concern for our public schools as we know them and wish to 
preserve them. We will not know the effect of full State funding on local 
decision-making until we implement it. In the meantime, the State is granting 
more of its educational resources to some children and withholding resources from 
others. 
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The arguments reviewed in this section question the assumption that centralized 
financing will lead to centralized control, they do not question the need for 
local control. None of the proponents of centralized financing advocate cen- 
tralized control. All stress the importance of local control over crucial 
curriculum and personnel decisions. It is clear that the states have had the 
wherewithal to usurp local prerogatives if they had been so inclined. Yet the 
concept of local control is so strong in American public education, it is its 
own sturdiest defense. 

In "New Models for American Education" Guthrie and Levin state:38 

-Greater central administration from the state with its almost inevitable im- 
position of greater operational uniformity would be exceedingly counterproductive 
for two reasons. First, the variety of educational needs that confront particular 
schools and school districts cannot be met by increased standardization among 
schools. Good education is individualized, meaning that decisions affect each 
child's instruction should be made as close to that child as possible. The state 
is clearly an inappropriate level upon which to make such decisions. 

-A second reason for resisting increased state operation is the sheer technical 
difficulty in administering large numbers of schools  

The twenty-four school districts in Maryland are contiguous with the twenty-four 
principal political subdivisions in the State—Baltimore City and the twenty-three 
counties. Presently, legislative provisions allow the Baltimore City school dis- 
trict to be a separate school system, apart from the State administrative system 
encompassing the twenty-three county school districts; as a separate school system, 
the Baltimore City School Board receives its power from the city charter. In 
actual operation, however, the Baltimore City school system is closely linked 
to the State.  In a recent study of school boards, the League of Women Voters 
reported, "There seems to be little difference between the City's relationship 
to the State and that of the counties."39 Therefore, throughout this discussion 
as well as in the Commission's recommendations, Baltimore City is included in the 
State school governance and administrative structures unless otherwise stated. 

Present State of Local Control in Maryland 

-The local district and the individual school are the action units of education. 
It is here that the institutional systems exist. No amount of shifting of control 
can alter the fact that motivation and morale are generated primarily in the action, 
rather than in the control units.40 

Motivation and local action have kept the issue of "local control" or "community 
control" before the eyes of legislators, educators and the general public for many 
years. There can hardly be a discussion on methods for financing our schools 
without the concern of loss of local control being raised. 

Another social phenomena with the issue of local control was best cited by 
Dr. Henry Levin:41 
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-In addition to the visibility of schools, therfe is a widespread notion that 
in the long run education is a potent power in society, and that those who 
control schools, control something that is extremely meaningful. 

We concur that our schools are very meaningful to society and that the economic 
and social benefits accruing to society from the effectiveness of our schools is 
of prime importance. It is therefore of prime importance to any suggestions 
for school finance to determine what controls are now existent in the current 
school system. At what levels are these controls exerted, the State, county or 
community? If the existing system is found wanting in providing the broadest 
base for local citizen participation it is then encumbent upon any suggested 
financial scheme to provide for alternative systems of local and State governance. 

Maryland's twenty-four school board structures can be compared to council- 
manager forms of government. The boards (council) set policy and the superin- 
tendents (manager) administer. There is broad overlapping in areas of policy 
and administration by both the boards and the superintendents. For example, 
through his position as the professioital educator, the superintendent actually 
initiates the policies discussed by the board, by presenting to them the educat- 
ional programs and issues to be considered. On the other hand, the board itself 
often deals with the administrative matters either wittingly or unwittingly. An 
example of this might be in the area of negotiations. 

Local control of education in Maryland resides primarily in the financing of the 
schools. For the purposes of this discussion, we define "local control" as being 
the decision-making power or representation a local community has in both policy 
and administration of its schools. 

Local boards of education prepare the school budget and submit it to the mayor, 
county executive, county commissioners and councils. The mayor and county ex- 
ecutive may increase or decrease the education budget. In all but two subdivisions, 
the county councils may increase as well as decrease the education budget. The 
two exceptions are Baltimore City and Baltimore County, whose councils have the 
power only to decrease the education budget.42 All additions or deletions from 
the education budget by the local governments are made by large categories rather 
than by line items. The board of education must keep appropriations made by the 
county government within the categories but may adjust line items. 

The financial control of the schools is in the hands of representative forms of 
government. The popularly elected representatives levy taxes and appropriate 
education funds based on the community's wealth and effort. If a local commun- 
ity is unhappy about the appropriations to their schools, it is not inconceivable 
that their voice will be heard and understood at the next election. 

Of the twenty-four school subdivisions in Maryland, twenty-one boards of education 
are appointed by the Governor, two (Montgomery and Charles) are elected, and one 
(Baltimore City) is appointed by the Mayor, with the consent of the City Council. 

Maryland is the only state in the union which has the Governor appoint the local 
school boards. The majority of boards (approximately 30,000 in all) are elected. 
The remainder are appointed in different ways. They can be appointed by the local 
mayor, commissioners, judges, and etc. Board sizes and length of terms vary. If 
elected, they are generally elected by local district, or at large.^ 
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Thus the structure primarily responsible for educational policy decisions 
locally is for the most part isolated from the local community. Furthermore, 
these local boards of education which control "educational matters affecting 
the counties"^ are responsible to the State. Under current law "the county 
board of education shall to the best of its ability cause the provisions of 
this article, the bylaws, rules and regulations, and the policies of the 
State Board of Education46 to be carried into effect...."4' 

Teachers are among the most important components of the educational process, 
and their salaries comprise the bulk of local educational budgets. The desir- 
able number, quality and utilization of teachers are important policy decisions 
directly affecting the nature of the educational programs in school districts 
and individual schools. Flexibility and local autonomy in these personnel dec- 
isions are important aspects of "local control". However, the General Assembly, 
the State Board of Education and the teachers' association place extensive con- 
straints on a school district's control over personnel matters. 

The State Legislature has established by law conditions for the employment of 
teachers through certification, credentials, classes of teachers, salaries, 
numbers of professionals to be hired per numbers of pupils enrolled, length   dq 
of employment for some professionals, and etc.48 The State Board of Education,^ 
appointed by the Governor foe five-year overlapping terms, has enacted bylaws, 
which have the force of law,5° containing rules and regulations which local 
boards of education must follow in personnel matters. The State board has es- 
tablished rules and regulations for hiring, use of contracts for teachers and 
professionals, timing for renewals, duties, procedures in cases of teacher 
absence, and etc.51 A State board bylaw also sets standards for the number of 
professionals to be hired per numbers of pupils enrolled on the basis of elem- 
entary and secondary school ratios.52 Finally, in the collective bargaining 
process, the teachers' organizations may negotiate for pupil-teacher ratios in 
addition to salaries and other items. 

The closer educational decision and decision-makers are to the students affected 
by those decisions, the more likely they are to reflect the particular needs of those 
students. Yet in matters of curriculum and administration, the State Board of 
Education has established specific and lengthy requirements for instructional 
programs and other areas. Below are examples of the breadth of authority of 
these "minimum" program requirements" 
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Bylaw 311:1 The Program of the Elementary School: 

-The policies for the organization, administration, and conduct of public elem- 
entary schools shall include those set forth in Design for Planning the Program 
of the Elementary School (Maryland School Bulletin, Vol. XLI, No. 2, 1965) and 
subsequent revisions. 
(This document sets forth both broad and specific policies for the organization, 
administration, and conduct of a successful elementary school program....) 

Bylaw 312:2 cites further rules and regulations for high school principles and 
standards:54 

-The document used for these specifics deals with "the establishment of 
schools, grade organization, length of school year, and school day. Standards 
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for school programs are set forth for junior and senior high schools, and on 
matters of testing, scheduling and grouping, promotion, etc " 

Furthermore, the State Legislature restricts the form of the local education 
budget. Section 11755 of the Public School Laws sets down the framework of bud- 
get categories under which a county board of education must work. This legis- 
lation is further expanded by rules and regulations for these categories and 
limits the creativity and innovation so often desired at the local level. 

The Commission has concluded that as a result of the State school governance 
structure and the actions of the State Legislature and the State Board of 
Education, district school boards and departments have little "local control" over 
many educational matters. Furthermore regional and national associations add 
further constraints on local autonomy.56 

Maryland's secondary schools and community colleges are accredited by the Middle 
States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, one of several regional 
accrediting associations throughout the country. These accrediting agencies set 
standards for curriculum, building facilities, teachers, etc. Their standards 
determine the accreditation of Maryland's schools and consequently affect the 
acceptability of their diplomas by other educational institutions. The regional 
associations also set standards for, and accredit the college programs training 
the teachers for the schools. In addition there is a National Association of 
State Directors of Teacher Certification and Education which develops standards 
and guidelines for state teacher certification. Similar standards and guidelines 
are also developed by the United States Office of Education. 

We found that, although the highest percentage of funds are raised at the local 
level in Maryland, the policies for which these funds are requested are de- 
veloped and expanded from the State authorities and passed down to the local 
level, rather than the local policy control having the greatest leverage in 
determining the use of the funds which are available to them. 

What Maryland Had to Represent Community Participation 

On one hand, the concept of local control in our schools is often thought to be 
"new" when one is discussing community participation by or responsibility of an 
inner city resident for his school; on the other hand, when the subject of 
funding our schools comes into focus, "local control" is thought to be so much 
a part of the traditional structure that it is not uncommon for someone to cite 
potential increased bureaucratic centralization in defense of keeping local fund- 
ing. Is the concept of community control or local control new? Historically, 
throughout the country the schools were the domain of community desire through 
both local taxes and local authority. In the south the public schools were 
dominated through the local church affiliation and in the north the town hall 
meetings developed the community desire for its children's education. As com- 
munities have grown larger and more mobile, and as the technclogical era of 
present-day living has become prevalent, the community is less and less likely 
to maintain this essential input into their schools. 
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Maryland's structure for school governance from 1916 through 1967 reflected this 
traditional cooperation between community participation and State responsibility. 
The public or "free" schools of Maryland were under a three-tiered structure for 
authority:5' 

1. The State Board of Education was responsible for the "educational matters 
affecting the state and the general care and supervision of public education " 

2. The County Board of Education was responsible for "educational matters affecting 
a county...." 

3. District boards of school trustees were responsible for "educational matters 
affecting a school district (and these matters) shall be under the care of a 
district board of school trustees." 

Section #3, a "District Board of School Trustees," was repealed by the Legislature 
in 1967. 

Sections 18, 76, 77, 78 referred to appointments, duties and powers of the district 
school trustees.58 

District boards were composed of three members residing within the school district. 
They were appointed by the county board of education, appointed their own chair- 
man and had the principal teacher of the school district as their secretary to the 
board. The principal spoke on all questions in an advisory capacity but had no 
vote. Their duties called for care of school facilities and property. They were 
charged with development of public sentiment for support of their public schools. 
They had this right to refuse a teacher provided them by the county school board 
and the county board was responsible for supplying the district board with a 
replacement. The district board could not require the county board to provide 
more than three teachers' names for one teaching place. It was optional for one 
or more members to visit with their school once a month to inquire into the needs 
or conditions of their school. 

They could also act in an advisory capacity to the teachers in questions of 
discipline. If a district board was dissatisfied with a principal they could 
file charges with the county board of education for dismissal. Final authority 
was vested in the county board of education. 

In recent years, these district boards of school trustees were almost nonexistent. 
Where they were used, such as in Montgomery County, little if any authority was 
given to them. They were appointed and served mostly in a superficial capacity to 
the principal of the school and/or the county school board. 

There was one recent exception to this in Worcester County. In 1961 Worchester 
County used these school district boards of trustees. "The district board was 
given certain authorities and responsibilities. The principal of the school had 
the same relationship to the district board as the county superintendent had to 
the|county school board. Each-district board prepared and submitted their 
own school budget to the|county board of education. 

Community responsibility in schools, local participation and local control seem 
to have been a part of the essential structure for school governance in Maryland 
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for many years. With the growth of school communities over the last five years 
such as Howard County's 55.9% and Prince George's County's 42%, such links 
between the local community, a county school board and the state school board 
are essential. 

The Commission believes that the combination of Governor appointed school boards, 
extensive State involvement in the educational processes, and the repeal of the 
local school district board of trustees provide little opportunity for local de- 
termination or programs and procedures. We urge that greater input and authority 
for educational matters be restored to local communities, increasing the opportunity 
for the educational process to relate more closely to individual student and 
community needs. 

PART VI 

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT: THE NEED FOR PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES AND EVALUATION 

The State Board of Education, through its bylaws, rules, and regulations for the 
administration of the public school system, has established specific requirements 
and procedures for: 

1. Hiring of teachers and other professional personnel, timing for renewals, 
procedures in case of teacher absences, etc.: 

2. Broad and specific policies for the organization, administration and conduct 
of the elementary school program; and 

. School programs, testing, scheduling and grouping, promotion, etc., for junior 
nd senior high schools. 

3 
and 

Although the State has set down uniform detailed requirements and procedures for 
administration, curriculum, school organization, and dozens of other particulars, 
it has not established any performance objectives for the schools. No information 
is available at the State level on the achievement in reading or arithmetic in 
the schools. There is considerable State involvement and uniformity in the ed- 
ucational processes and procedures, but no State standards in educational ob- 
jectives or results. 

The State has traditionally collected only that school-by-school data which 
was necessary for certification and salary administration. Little information 
about allocation of education services on a school-by-school basis is available 
at the State level. Only two school districts contacted in this study were able 
to provide information about the resources available for the operation of the in- 
structional program at the building level. 

The school districts are more systematic about collection of achievement data 
on a school-by-school basis. However, in gathering data for this study it becomes 
apparent that there is very little coordination among the districts with regard 
to the type of test given, the times at which students are tested, or the way in 
which scores are reported. In several districts, the scores are not reported 
at all, except in the form of individual scores returned to individual students. 
Of the five school districts included in this study, only Baltimore City has a 
policy of publishing achievement test results on a building-by-building basis. 
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(Prince George's County indicates plans to release such data in the near future). 

Apart from systematic collection and analysis of information about education 
resources and student achievement on a school-by-school basis, it appears im- 
possible for the State or the school districts to rationally assess their progress, 
establish goals or determine program needs. If education is to receive more 
money, there will have to be a system that will collect and evaluate pertinent 
information to help both the State and local communities determine the level 
of progress toward educational goals and the effectiveness of the educational 
dollar. 

When it comes to measuring school performance, individuals with the strongest 
opinions seem to divide into two camps. One camp consists of those who are in 
some fashion cost-conscious and economy-minded, and their position is that we must 
begin to measure what schools "do", find ways to do it better, and hopefully, do 
it more cheaply. Such individuals cite figures which demonstrate that school 
operation is becoming more expensive and has begun to consume resources at a 
rate which outstrips growth of the GNP. Despite such large financial outlays, 
more and more people appear unhappy with schools and there is increasing evidence 
that schools are failing to inculcate even minimal standards of performance 
in a large number of children. Moreover, all this is happening at a time when 
other social endeavors such as health, safety and transportation are also in 
dire need of funding. Clearly, this camp argues some sort of systematic effort 
to increase productivity must be made. The schools must become "accountable". 

It is more difficult to characterize the inhabitants of the opposing camp. 
In large measure they are educators, but they are joined by humanists, artists, 
and others who prefer to emphasize the" creative and emotional side of man. At 
the extreme, spokesmen for this group bristle at the suggestion that schools 
be subjected to systematic measurements. They contend that education is a process 
which defies quantifications. From its etymological roots, to educate meant 
to "draw out", to "develop the potential of a person", to "bring about human 
fulfillment". What universal yardstick could ever assess pupils' progress 
toward such a goal? After all, schools are not, or at least should not be, 
factory-like assembly lines in which each student is treated in a standardized 
way and thereafter regarded as an "output". In short, the aims of education are 
too personal to be adapted to some mechanistic assessment model. 

There is something favorable to be said for the arguments on both sides. In- 
deed there is, or ought to be, much about an individual's schooling which is 
unique to him, and on those dimensions few if any comparisons or measurements 
are in order. On the other hand, in our society, where the well-being of all 
of us depends heavily upon educated and wise actions by each of us, some reasoned 
measurement of the effectiveness of the education system seems justified. The 
fact that schools depend heavily upon the public purse for their resources 
lends added weight to this position. How else can a conscientious public 
official begin to decide what proportion of limited funds should be allocated 
for housing, health, and schools? 

Given that there is some validity to both the pro and con side of the school 
performance measurement question, the task ahead of us is to design an assess- 
ment system which provides sufficient information to guarantee that society's 
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minimal needs for schooling are being met and which assists in making wise 
decisions about the distribution of public resources. Simultaneously, the 
assessment system should preserve flexibility in the operation of schools .and 
a substantial measure of freedom for individual students to shape their ed- 
ucation. 

Attempts to evaluate the successes and failures of the. nation's educational 
systems have become more widespread and sophisticated in the last decade. A 
number of states have installed statewide testing programs which annually 
measure student achievement. California, Michigan, Florida and New York have 
been leaders in this venture. Similarly, an attempt is being made to monitor 
the academic performance of the nation with the National Assessment of Ed- 
ucation Project (NAEP). 

Because many factors that influence learning are thought to be beyond the 
control of schools, educators have traditionally been reluctant to evaluate 
their efforts on the basis of student performance levels. Many have argued 
that learning is beyond their control in too many ways and thus it would be un- 
fair to judge school effectiveness by simply measuring the "product". Many 
educators have said that if a child is not motivated to learn or if his parents 
have not shown him how to behave in school they should not be judged to have 
failed in teaching him. Many say that if they are doing their jobs properly and 
the student still does not score well on the test, it is not their fault. Pre- 
sumably the student is not sufficiently intelligent or motivated. There is an 
analogy here to the story about the physician who says "the operation was a 
success but regrettably the patient died." 

However, in order for laymen to participate in the setting of broad educational 
policy they need to have accurate information regarding the products of the 
system, as well as the evaluation of the process. Professional educators must 
cooperate in the collection and interpretation of information regarding the 
system's performance. 

In addition to the problem of controlling influences outside the school, com- 
plex problems have arisen concerning the appropriateness of the measures or 
"tests" the schools use. The tests are divided into two categories: norm 
referenced tests and criterion referenced tests. Norm referenced tests are 
primarily predictors of pupil future behavior while a criterion referenced 
test measures how much is known about a whole or part of a subject. 

The State must begin to develop banks of criterion referenced test questions to 
enable the education system to say in a practical way how much children learn and 
how much they have gained over time. 

Finding appropriate measurement devices are not the only problems associated 
with evaluating schools on the basis of output.  Another has been the lack of 
agreement over appropriate objectives. In areas such as mathematics and science 
it is relatively easy to reach agreement over what students should learn. How- 
ever areas such as history or social studies are substantially more subjective. 

Educators may not agree over the best method to teach reading but most people 
agree that reading ought to be taught. Similarly, most people agree that all 
children should learn basic arithmetic, science and government. But beyond this 
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level, it may well be that agreement on educational objectives can only be reached 
by smaller and more homogeneous groups at school district and community levels. 
However, the Commission believes that consensus can be reached statewide on a 
minimal slate of performance objectives for schools. Once this is accomplished, 
criterion-referenced tests must be constructed to measure pupil progress. 

Added Effectiveness 

A statewide evaluation system could add measurably to the knowledge of the education- 
al process and assist in obtaining greater effectiveness and efficiency. 

The characteristics and components of schools and programs identified as successful 
can be compared to similar cases where the outcomes were not successful. By such 
analyses and comparisons the State and local districts can begin to narrow the 
field in terms of teacher characteristics and instructional processes that work 
and do not work. In time, this would permit the identification of successful 
techniques; dissemination of this knowledge should assist our entire education 
system in becoming more effective. 

Rigid establishment of, and adherence to, requirements for teacher-pupil ratios 
and length of class hours are often mistaken for accountability. Meaningful 
accountability, however, can exist when there are objectives to be met and eval- 
uation of the success in meeting those objectives. There are several key steps 
in any accountability process: 

1. Collection of information and determination of needs; 

2. Establishment of performance objectives; 

3. Determination of alternative ways to meet the objectives; and 

4. Evaluation of performance and progress toward achievement of the objectives. 

With any system of financing the schools, adequate information-gathering and 
evaluation of performance are necessary if funds are to be used effectively and 
to have a positive impact on the quality of educational programs. It is not 
absolutely clear that we would be able to lower costs. Nevertheless, at the 
very least we will have a better idea of what our dollars "buy" in terms of added 
pupil learning. 
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PART VII 

STATE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION: THE NEED FOR COORDINATED STATE AND LOCAL OBJECTIVES 
AND PRIORITIES 

During the 1971 legislative session the Maryland General Assembly passed signif- 
icant legislation toward the State's assuming full responsibility for providing 
equal school services to all of its children. 

The legislature provided for the full assumption of all school construction costs 
by the State of Maryland as of July, 1971, the assumption of all debt service 
requirements on June 30, 1967 and the authorization for the State to sell $150 
million in general bonds to finance this project for the first year. 

The rationale behind this move by the State followed the same reasoning used 
several years ago when the State assumed the cost of transportation and special 
education. The differences in distance and topography in each community, and 
special considerations for particular programs, made it impossible for the State 
to equitably set a formula for distribution of funds. Because of the differences 
of "need" in these services the State assumed virtually the total cost of trans- 
portation and special education. In recommending State assumption of school con- 
struction, the Commission to Study the State's Role in Financing Public Education 
stated:by 

-The level of construction aid is not realistic. We are actually aiding a con- 
struction cost of about $1,200 per pupil housed and, statewide, the State is 
paying approximately 40% of that amount. The actual cost is probably about 
$2,500 per pupil, and the localities, therefore, are bearing 80% of that cost. 

-The incidence of construction cost burden is especially uneven throughout the 
State. Rapidly growing counties have excessively high costs. Other counties may 
have accumulated a considerable backlog of needed renovation or replacement. 
Such unusual financial burdens make it difficult or impossible for some sub- 
divisions to maintain their continuing operating programs, State assumption 
evens out such impact. 

As in transportation and special education, the State recognized the differences 
in burden that construction places on a community and the different school building 
programs a community needs. The inefficiency or impracticality of the State's 
setting an equitable formula to allocate funds based on these differences caused 
them to assume all the costs of school construction in Maryland. 

The Citizens Commission concurs with the concept behind this legislation and, 
in fact, believes that the steps Maryland has taken over the last several years 
in the full funding of these programs is leading the State in a necessary direct- 
ion for achieving equal educational opportunity. 

The legislation authorized the Board of Public Works (Governor, Comptroller of the 
Treasury, and State Treasurer) to establish rules, regulations and procedures for 
administration of the school construction program.60 It authorized the State to 
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pay all costs for school construction approved by the Board of Public Works.^ 
In addition, it further provided for an "Interagency Committee on School Con- 
struction to assemble, amend and keep up-to-date an annual and five-year prog- 
ram of elementary and secondary school capital improvements funded or to be 
funded by the State, including remodeling of school facilities  the program 
shall contain the cost of each project".°2 The Interagency Committee was com- 
posed of the State Superintendent of Schools, the Secretary of State Planning 
and the Secretary of General Services. 

The problems encountered by both the Interagency Committee and the local school 
districts during the first year of operation have been numerous. The Committee 
had to set priorities for allocations of the $150 million authorized for con- 
struction based on requests from the school districts of over $446 million, 
although in past years their total capital yearly budgets had not exceeded 
$150 million. Table 1 shows the district budget requests for the current year 
and the next five years. 

The determination of capital needs for public school construction poses many 
intricate and complex problems.63 Knowledge of future enrollments and the 
history of past capital costs alone are not sufficient to determine future cap- 
ital costs. The present capacity of the school system as well as the capacity 
added by on-going construction are also needed to determine how much additional 
construction is required. To estimate or determine capacity, several local 
policy decisions immediately become apparent. 

For example the capacity of all the schools of one type (e.g., elementary) in 
a district can be measured in several ways: the number of square feet per 
student; the number of pupil places; and the number of classrooms. Using either 
square feet per pupil or pupil places as measures, however, can be misleading 
if the policy of the county is not taken into consideration. For example, 
classroom may have physical space for 45 students, but since the student-teacher 
ratio is 30:1, the classroom will be estimated to hold 30 students. There are 
other local policy questions that complicate the determination of projected 
construction needs: When is a building obsolete? When should an addition to a 
building take precedence over a rental facility? What is the desirable local 
pupil-teacher ratio? 

In addition to the normal complexities in estimating construction needs, the 
first year of the State construction program exhibited other problems- 

Lack of, or failure to express, clear objectives and priorities for educational 
facilities by the local districts; 

A lack of communications between the State and local communities in setting prior- 
ities for allocation of funds; and 

A lack of understanding by the local community of the State's objectives and goals 
for its educational programs. 

The lack of defined, sound local objectives for school construction coordinated 
with educational goals is not a new problem. Baltimore County's ten-year capital 
outlay from 1960 through 1970 was $132 million. They are requesting $131 million 
for the next five years.64 In ten years Baltimore County built sixty-one new 
schools with sixty-three major additions, and in 1968, 5800 children were still 
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being bused owing to over-crowding conditions.65 Current indebtedness and in- 
adequacy of building facilities indicate the inadequacy of local planning and 
priorities. 

The following statement from a county's construction program is descriptive of 
the policy used to develop school construction programs throughout most of the 
State:66 

-The school building program is a part of the overall program of county develop- 
ment. Changes in the school plant will reflect changes in the scope of education 
and in the curriculum. Trends of change will first be incorporated in construction 
policies and then find expression in modification in design, materials and methods 
of instruction. 

It seems fiscally and educationally unsound to build a school and then mold the 
students and programs to the building. It is apparent that this pattern must be 
reversed. 

Rising costs, inflation and past experience point clearly to a need for the State 
and local governments to use objective planning, cooperation and coordination in 
developing their construction program, or it is not unlikely the State may find 
itself in the same fiscal bind local communities have experienced with their past 
construction costs. From 1965 through 1968, the combined total revenue receipts 
from all sources for construction was $348 million.6' It is estimated that in 
the next three years $600 million will be needed for construction, and an es- 
timated $1.3 billion will be required in the next five years.68 

State assumption of the financial responsibility for school construction both 
requires and encourages an approach to* school construction which will- 

Complement, be a part of, and help meet the general educational goals of the 
state and the local school districts; 

Provide greater local flexibility and adaptability, and at the same time enable 
the state to maintain a coordinated, statewide plan for school construction; and 

Take advantage of the opportunity for cooperation among districts in school fac- 
ilities planning and construction, and thus of the economies which would result. 

One such approach to school construction may be the 'systems approach' now being 
tried in California, Boston, Florida, Indiana, Toronto, Canada and other areas. 
The systems approach to school construction was the topic of the annual Statewide 
Seminar on School Facilities held by the Maryland State Department of Education 
in April, 1971. 

A system (school) was defined by a representative from the "Metropolitan Toronto 
School Board at the Seminar as a "working totality of diverse but integrated 
parts serving a common goal" The system, or school, is divided into various sub- 
systems for technical planning, design and construction. 

As implemented in Toronto in 1966, the first steps in the systems approach were 
to establish educational and technical goals and requirements. All systems were 
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then analyzed and designed with these educational goals and objectives in mind. 
The systems approach was defined by the Toronto representative as a "constant, 
integrated, reasoned pursuit" of these educational objectives with the following 
steps: definition, analysis, design, implementation, and evaluation. 

How has the systents approach succeeded in Toronto? As of April, 1971, the Tor- 
onto school construction program was four weeks behind schedule—a schedule which 
was set and started in 1966. The average construction time for their first group 
of eleven buildings was ten and a half months and eight and a half months for 
the second group of ten buildings. Several schools were constructed in seven 
months, and all buildings were within their projected budget. 

A critical part of the systems approach to school construction in Toronto is 
continuing evaluation by outside consultants, school personnel, teacners, neigh- 
bors, parents, and students. The Toronto school system found several advantages 
to the systems approach: 

1. More economical and efficient use of money and buildings because of the ability 
to contract for subsystems for a number of buildings at one time, greater flex- 
ibility of units, much shorter construction time; 

2. Replacement costs projected more easily and accurately because of subsystems 
(lights, furniture, carpets and etc.) designed to be replaced at regular inter- 
vals; 

3. Obsolescence of buildings could be avoided because the planned substitution of 
subsystems enabled them to be replaced with more up-to-date subsystems and com- 
ponents to be compatible with changing needs and educational objectives; and 

4. The use of flexible, modular techniques and interchangeable subsystems provided 
basic units which could be mixed, combined, and used to accommodate particular 
educational needs of each individual school. 

In a statement before the School Facilities Seminar, a county school superintendent 
commented that the construction cost situation is always changing, and, it appears, 
always for the worst, with off-site, and on-site labor and materials costs always 
rising. He commented that the last opportunity for change lies in management and 
technology. 

It would seem that the State has an excellent opportunity to meet some of the prob- 
lems pointed out through technology and management. A State-financed school con- 
struction program coordinating with state and local education objectives might 
benefit by the systems approach, and statewide financial responsibility and coor- 
dination make the systems approach very possible. At the same time, the flex- 
ibility of this approach can accommodate local needs and objectives. 

The lack of a coordinated statewide school construction program that encompasses 
local and State: goals and objectives could not only create economic problems for 
the State, it could also negate the very goals and objectives the State and local 
communities may be working toward by omitting them in the consideration of prior- 
ities. 
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PART 2 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FINANCING, GOVERNANCE, AND ACCOUNTABILITY OF MARYLAND'S 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

The Citizens Commission on Maryland Government recommends that Maryland meet the 
educational challenges of the IQJO's by 

1. providing equal educational opportunity through a responsible plan for financing 
the schools and by 

2. improving further the quality of education through improved local and State 
school governance and a responsible system of accountability. 
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FINANCIAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATION 1 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE ASSUME TOTAL FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ALL'PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS IN MARYLAND. FURTHER, WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE IMPLEMENT TOTAL FINAN- 
CING RESPONSIBILITY THROUGH A FULL STATE FUNDING PROGRAM.  

THE CONCEPT OF FULL STATE FUNDING: A SCHOOL FINANCE SYSTEM WHICH BRINGS TO BEAR 
ALL OF A STATE'S EDUCATIONAL TAX BASE ON THE EDUCATION OF ALL CHILDREN IN THE 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THAT STATE. IT PROVIDES FOR EQUITY BOTH IN EDUCATIONAL TAXATION 
AND IN EDUCATIONAL RESOURCE ALLOCATION. IT REQUIRES THAT EDUCATIONAL RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION NOT DEPEND UPON WHERE A STUDENT LIVES, WHAT HIS PARENTAL CIRCUMSTANCES 
ARE, OR HOW HIGHLY HIS NEIGHBORS VALUE EDUCATION. IT AVOIDS THE SPECIOUS STATE/ 
LOCAL DISTINCTION IN THE GENERATION OF EDUCATIONAL REVENUES, FOR ALL TAXES RAISED 
FOR EDUCATION ARE, IN FACT, STATE TAXES. THE DEFINITION CLEARLY ACCOMMODATES A 
VARIETY OF EDUCATIONAL RESOURCE ALLOCATION SCHEMES AND SYSTEMS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
TAXATION.  ITS ONLY ESSENTIAL CHARACTERISTICS IS THAT THERE BE EQUITY IN THE 
BENEFITS AND BURDENS OF EDUCATION. 

The resource allocation schemes that are available and that are compatible with 
equity in benefits and burdens of education fall into two broad approaches: A 
full equalization formula or full state funding. 

They require some explanation; 

Full equalization is the distribution of a state's resources in a manner that guar- 
antees an equal level of per-pupil expenditures despite the amount of funds raised 
locally through a uniform tax rate (equal local effort). For example, an equal- 
ization formula supporting an equal state per-pupil expenditure of $1000 would 
give district X, where the uniform tax rate raises $1000 per pupil locally, zero 
dollars from the state; district Y, however, where the same tax rate yields only 
$100 per pupil, would receive $900 per pupil from state funds. An equalization 
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formula makes a distinction between local funds for education and state funds. 
The amount of state money a district receives is determined by its local wealth, 
i.e., its tax base yield. 

In contrast, full state funding makes no distinction between state taxes and local 
taxes for education. This approach to financing schools recognizes that since 
education is the state's responsibility, all taxes for education are state taxes. 
Full state funding, therefore, does not distribute money on the basis of a local 
district's tax base yield. Funds raised through uniform taxes levied statewide 
are distributed equitably to districts by the state on a per-pupil expenditure 
basis. Every district receives all of its funds for education directly from the 
state. 

Although full equalization and full state funding both would achieve uniform educ- 
ation tax rates and equal per-pupil expenditures, full state funding has several 
advantages. First, it eliminates emphasis on measures of wealth for the distrib- 
ution of funds. Thus it facilitates a distribution of education resources on a 
per-pupil basis and on the basis of educational need. 

Secondly, full state funding avoids the complexities and pitfalls of equalization 
formulas. Thus legislators, educators and the public can understand more clearly 
the bases on which funds are received for education. Also, Maryland's present 
equalization formula is evidence of the inequities which can result in the leg- 
islative process on an equalization formula. 

Thirdly, because full state funding will distribute resources on the basis of 
educational programs needed in a district rather than on the tax base of a dis- 
trict, it facilitates and encourages evaluation of the educational productivity 
of those funds. As evaluation and assessment tools become more sophisticated, 
local districts and the state will be able to compare educational results to the 
funds expended to produce those results, and thus improve their decision-making 
capacities. 

If we look at arguments against full state funding we find that they generally 
fall into three categories: 

1. Full state funding will require tremendous increases in state spending for 
education; 

2. The increased financial role of the state will mean an increased policy role 
for the state and concomitantly the decrease in local control; and 

3. Mediocrity and uniformity in programs will result. 

Let us look at the first argument that the State's spending for education will 
increase enormously. Maryland's current equalization formula contains no safe- 
guards against spiraling education costs and makes it difficult to plan ration- 
ally for future budget needs. The Governor's Study Comnission on the State Tax 
Structure (chaired by Dr. Edward Mills) projected that under the present formula 
education expenditures would reach $1.6 billion by 1975. Unless the State assumes 
a rational pattern for its education expenditures, it may be preordaining the Mills 
Commission's projected expenditures. This year alone the State funded to the 
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local communities an unanticipated $3.6 million under the current education formula. 
This was caused by an increase in the local assessable tax base and a drop in the 
assessment ratio (except in Baltimore City), as computed under the formula. It did 
not represent an expenditure related to any educational need. 

If the State adopts a plan for an equitable allocation of funds, full state fund- 
ing would cost no more than full equalization to support the same programs; using 
either approach the cost to the taxpayer will be the same. Whether the State 
uses the equalization approach or the full state funding approach, additional 
funds will be necessary to bring the per-pupil expenditures in the lower spending 
districts up to the per-pupil expenditure level of the highest spending district. 
The Commission's recommendations two through ten will demonstrate how full state 
funding can be phased-in over a reasonable period of time while distributing the 
tax burden more equitable among Maryland citizens and permitting the State to plan 
rationally for future education expenditures. 

In the case of the second argument against full state funding, there is no ev- 
idence to support the suggestion that increased state funding will mean increased 
policy control by the state. Research being done by the Urban Institute under 
contract to the President's Commission on School Finance shows that in some 
states where there is a fairly small state contribution to school costs there 
is very strong state control over local decisions. In some other states where 
there is very heavy state financial involvement, the state control-is less. On 
the issue of local control, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
stated:by 

-State assumption of school financing in the Commission's judgment is not incon- 
sistent with effective local policy control. Ample room for local initiative and 
innovation would remain. Liberated from the necessity of "selling" bond issues 
and tax rate increases, school board members and superintendents could concentrate 
on their main concern—improving the quality of their children's education. The 
long tradition of local control of education and the keen concern of parents for 
the educational well-being of their children would serve as sturdy defenses against 
any effort to short change educational financial needs. 

Maryland's legislators traditionally have viewed education somewhat differently 
from other State functions and have left most educational decisions to the State 
and local departments of education and their boards. State legislators, after 
all, represent local communities, and would be inclined to continue to recognize 
the demands of parents and their constituents to maintain at least the present 
level of local control over educational matters. 

Congressman Dow, speaking in support of his proposed legislation to ease the local 
property tax burden for local educational costs, saidi^o 

-The principal objection I have heard to the plan contained in my school tax bill 
is the presumption that local school boards, if no longer responsible for raising 
school taxes, would lose local control of their educational systems, and that there 
would be a state takeover. To this criticism, I reply that in my own state of 
New York the state now provides 45% of the school support. With that much leverage 
the state could exert immense influence on local school decisions, even today; but 
it does not. Why? It does not for one reason, because the State Legislature made 
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up of local representatives would not allow it and, second, that is not the 
nature of our educational system. Ncbody wants it that way. 

Furthermore, our study indicates that the State Board and Department of Education 
already possess extensive powers which they can exercise over local districts 
if they so desire. In a paper presen-ted at the National Tax Association Seminar 
in Washington, D.C., in July, 1971, Dr. Paul A. Cooper cited his personal ex- 
perience as a county superintendent of schools in Maryland:?' 

-For nearly fourteen years I served as Superintendent of Schools for a county 
adjacent to the state of Delaware, and enjoyed a close working relationship with 
a number of my counterparts in that state. Delaware, at that time, provided up 
to 90% of the total cost of operating the local school systems, whereas Maryland 
provided from 30 to 40%. I can testify that the local school system of Delaware 
enjoyed at least as much, if not greater, autonomy than did those of Maryland. 
The reason for this, I suspect, would be found in the statutory powers given to the 
state and local authorities in each case,and the roles assumed by the state auth- 
orities. I suspect that these factors have more to do with the presence of local 
control than the level of state funding. 

(State Takeover of Education Financing,)pp. 25-26 

The Citizens Commission suggests in its later recommendations that the provision 
of quality education would be enhanced by a restoration of greater local policy 
control than currently exists. 

Finally, there is little reason to believe that mediocrity and uniformity in ed- 
ucation programs would result from state funding which provides equal educational 
opportunity. In fact greater innovation, experimentation and creativity in programs 
would be possible since districts would have more funds than they presently have. 
With per-pupil expenditures in every district equal to the level of the highest 
spending district, other school districts will have the resources to begin emulat- 
ing the quality and diversity of programs in the traditionally high spending dis- 
tricts. The State as a whole can only benefit from the increased potential for 
the development of outstanding and innovative programs. Every school system will 
have an equal opportunity to become a "lighthouse" district and to point the way 
for other schools through innovation and experimentation. 

After reviewing what has happened to equalization formulas in the past in Maryland, 
and after considering the benefits of full state funding, the Citizens Commission 
has concluded that full state funding is the most equitable, efficient and productive 
way for the State to fulfill its financial responsibilities for education. 
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RECOMMENDATION NO. 2 

WE RECOMMEND THAT OVER A PHASE-IN PERIOD OF THREE YEARS THE STATE ELIMINATE ALL 
DISPARITIES IN PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURES AMONG DISTRICTS BY PROVIDING FOR AN EQUAL 
PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE IN EACH OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS AT THE LEVEL OF THE HIGHEST 
SPENDING SCHOOL DISTRICT IN 1970/71. 

The change from Maryland's present method of school financing to full state funding 
cannot occur in a responsible manner in a single year. School districts could 
not accommodate judiciously sudden substantial increases in school revenues. If 
the increases (which in some districts might amount to an increment of several 
hundred dollars per pupil) are spread out over three years the districts will be 
able to plan for the use of the funds in an educationally and fiscally responsible 
manner. 

The high spending school district has in a real sense defined for Maryland a con- 
ception of high quality education, at least insofar as inputs are concerned. More- 
over, to equalize expenditures per pupil at any but the level of the highest would 
mean interfering with the program currently operating in the high spending counties 

In order not to interfere with the programs currently operating in the high spend- 
ing districts, the State will have to equalize the per pupil expenditure of every 
district at the level of the highest spending district. During the three-year- 
phase-in period, the per-pupil expenditure in the highest spending district will 
not be permitted to exceed the 1970/71, with some adjustments for inflation and 
cost of living factors. By the end of the three years, all districts will be at 
that level. 

The effects on the lower-spending districts would obviously be dramatic. The 
availability of substantial new revenues will lead to increases in educational 
quality only with careful planning and analysis. Those responsible for planning 
in the poorer districts will, for the first time, have the means and the time to 
emulate the desirable characteristics of the landmark schools and school districts. 
The onus on the planners will be heavy. Indeed, in the poorer school districts, 
the leeway for enhanced local determination of goals and means will be substant- 
ially enhanced. The lack of available revenues will no longer be an excuse for 
failure to act on educational problems. As well, the importance of improved dec- 
ision-making by wealthier school districts will be heightened. Wealthier school 
districts will be in a position of having to evaluate their alternatives more 
carefully. There will be no diminution of local responsibility for educational 
decision-making. 

This phase-in period also will enable the State to make necessary adjustments in 
the tax structure, and to spread the necessary revenue increases over a reasonable 
period of time. A planned-phase-in offers the State the advantage of knowing with 
some degree of accuracy what additional revenues will be needed for education each 
year over the three-year period. (Alternative ways for the State to raise addition- 
al revenues are discussed in a separate recommendation). 
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This approach places a limit on spiraling education costs, and insures the State 
against yearly budget crises in the area of education. The following three charts 
project the per-pupil expenditures for each district and the cost to the State 
for the three-year phase-in program. Using the Commission's enrollment projections 
for each of the three years, the charts demonstrate how the per-pupil expenditures 
for each district will gradually be raised each year until all districts will be 
at the per-pupil expenditure level by the third year. The per-pupil expenditures 
shown in the charts do not include increases for inflation or cost-of-living 
factors. 

At the end of the three years, the Legislature and educators will be able to be- 
gin setting levels of expenditures for education in competition with the'needs 
of other State services. We recommend that the State begin to engage in evaluation 
and information-gathering during this phase-in period, so that future levels of 
expenditures for education will be determined by a knowledge of student needs 
and vis-a-vis program costs and effectiveness. 

RECOMMENDATION 3 

WE KECOMMEND THAT AT LEAST m OF THE BUDGET OF THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT MUST BE 
SPENT FOR PURPOSES OTHER THAN PROFESSIONAL SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS. (PROFESS- 
IONAL SALARIES SHALL BE DEFINED AS SALARIES FOR ADMINISTRATORS, CERTIFICATED PRO- 
FESSIONAL PERSONNEL, AND SECRETARIAL AND CLERICAL PERSONNEL.  

With the inception of full state funding many districts will be experiencing greater 
increases in per-pupil allocations. The easiest step for these districts would be 
merely to increase the number of teachers and to raise salaries. Recent history 
has shown that as new funds become available, teachers' salaries and lower teacher- 
pupil ratios decrease. While increased salaries and lower teacher-pupil ratios may 
be desirable, by themselves they do not lead automatically to improvements in 
educational quality. 

Various mechanisms for controlling excessive expansion of personnel costs were 
considered, including 

1. a statewide teacher salary schedule; 

2. a statewide maximum teacher-pupil ratio 

3. allocation of teacher salaries on a per-pupil basis separately from other per- 
pupil expenditures, and 

4. a statewide maximum percentage of a district's budget which may be used 
for professional salaries. 

The Commission found that the fourth alternative offered the greatest scope for 
local decision-making and the greatest latitude for local experimentation and 
innovation. A school district could plan its salary schedule, teacher-pupil mixes, 
and non-salary matters on its own. 
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SIMDLATIOH OP THB FOLLT FUNDED THREE TEAR PHASE-IM PROGRAM 
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SIMDLATION OF THE FULLY FUNDED THREE TEAR PHASE-IN PROGRAM 

THIRD YEAR 
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The Commission came to the conclusion that a statewide salary schedule would pre- 
vent a school district from pursuing alternative salary schedule policies and 
strategies. Salary,schedules can be one important manifestation of local policy 
by emphasizing, for example, the recruitment of young teachers versus the retention 
of more experienced teachers. A maximum teacher-pupil ratio may become a rigid 
instrument which would discourage innovation. Allocating salaries separately 
from other items would mean that this decision about distribution could not be 
made at the local level. 

The real task for local education planners is to evaluate the efficacy of alter- 
native educational arrangements. In fact, the increases in per-pupil expenditures 
will enhance the leeway for local determination of goals and means. It is im- 
portant, then, to insure that the increased options for local districts are not 
eliminated by the use of new revenues solely for teachers salaries. 

RECOMMENDATION 4 

WE RECOMMEND THAT, IN ORDER TO ENCOURAGE EDUCATIONAL EXPERIMENTATION AND INNOVATION, 
ADDITIONAL FUNDS OF AT LEAST 0.1% OF EACH YEAR'S OPERATING BUDGET FOR EDUCATION BE 
SET ASIDE FOR WHICH COUNTY BOARDS OF EDUCATION, COMMUNITY BOARDS, AND/OR THEIR COUN- 
TERPARTS MAY APPLY.  

One of the purposes of education is to prepare students for the future. Education, 
therefore, both in content and technique, must constantly anticipate the future. 
We urge the State to encourage research, innovation,jand creative initiative by 
local districts and schools through a "Fund for Excellence." This Fund would pro- 
vide the financial resources needed to carry out projects developed locally. 

The amount we have recommended to begin this Fund is smaller than the optimum be- 
cause the State will initially be expending significant amounts of money to 
equalize per-pupil expenditures throughout the State. We hope that districts 
would utilize this per-pupil increase creatively and productively. However, the 
State should make every effort, as soon as possible, to increase the basic yearly 
disbursement to this Fund to at least 1% of the operating budget for education. 
Private industry spends on the average of 3% of each year's income on research 
and development; the State should be spending as generously to develop the State's 
human resources. We also urge that provision be made to encourage and receive 
contributions both from industry and private individuals to further increase 
the Fund. 

The Commission would further recommend that a panel representative of local 
schools, school communities,State Department of Education officials and univer- 
sity personnel, among other groups, review and select proposals and requests sub- 
mitted to it by schools and school districts. The panel mechanism would help to 
insure that unique and imaginative projects which respond to pressing needs, both 
locally and statewide, would be funded. Projects should be of relatively short 
duration. If a project is successful, it should be incorporated and adopted 
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elsewhere. The fund should serve as a continuing spur to educational quality 
in Maryland. The State Superintendent of Schools should exercise his authority 
to encourage communities, where he sees a need, to apply to the Fund. The State 
Department of Education should make available to smaller districts and indiv- 
idual schools the necessary information, personnel, and technical expertise 
which they may require to develop a plan. 

We hope that the Fund for Excellence will serve as a continuing incentive to 
educational quality in Maryland, and that it would develop successful pilot 
projects that become components of regular programs throughout the State. 

RECOMMENDATIONS PROVIDING FOR FISCAL MEASURES OF PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURES 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE BE DEFINED AS ALL CURRENT OPERATING 
COSTS, EXCLUDING ALL COSTS FOR TRANSPORTATION, FOOD SERVICES, AID FOR HANDICAPPED 
CHILDREN. CAPITAL OUTLAY. AND DEBT SERVICE. TEACHERS' RETIREMENT AND SOCIAL SECURITY 

Equity in the distribution of education resources is as necessary in transportation 
for students, food services, aid for handicapped children, and capital outlay and 
debt service as it is for teacher salaries, books, and other current instructional 
costs. However, the nature of these services may require different measures and 
methods of distribution to assure equity. Furthermore their inclusion as part 
of the per-pupil expenditure for the general instructional program might inhibit 
the achievement of equality in instructional and program benefits. 

RECOMMENDATION 6 

WE RECOMMEND THAT, IN ORDER TO ALLOW FOR DIFFERENCES IN ECONOMIES OF SCALE, THE 
PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE IN ANY SCHOOL MAY VARY 5% IN EITHER DIRECTION FROM THE 
EQUALIZED LEVEL OF PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE.  

It is undoubtedly the case in education, as elsewhere, that the principle 
of economies of scale operates. In other words, it is probably the case that a 
reduction in cost per student occurs as school size increases, up to a limit at 
least.72 studies of the economies of scale in schools has not resulted in defin- 
itive knowledge about how extensively the principle operates. As a starting point, 
we recommend that in any school per-pupil expenditures may vary 5% in either dir- 
ection from the equalized level. It is assumed that per-pupil expenditures will 
be higher in smaller schools and lower in larger schools. As more definitive 
knowledge becomes available, the 5% rule should be modified accordingly. 
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RECOMMENDATION 7 

WE RECOMMEND, TO ALLOW FOR THE DIFFERENCES IN EDUCATIONAL NEED, STATE FUNDS FOR ANY 
STATE COMPENSATORY PROGRAM FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN AND SPECIAL EDUCATION- 
AL SERVICES BE ALLOCATED IN ADDITION TO THE STATEWIDE EQUAL PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE. 

There are throughout the State children with particular needs which must be met in 
order for them to fully participate in and benefit from the educational opportunit- 
ies of the State. A Prince George's child who suffers the embarrassment of failing 
to respond to a teacher's question, because of an undetected hearing disability, 
receives little solace in knowing a child living in poorer St. Mary's county has 
suffered the same embarrassment. A Baltimore County school child on a three-year 
waiting list to receive remedial reading can take little comfort in living in the 
second wealthiest county in the State. A Baltimore City child who cannot read 
an assignment and is denied a needed pair of eyeglasses because his parents' 
income fell just above the poverty level, can likewise take little joy in the fact 
that Baltimore City expends the highest tax effort for its schools. 

This points further to the inadequacy of a wealth measure for allocation of State 
funds as related to the needs of children. 

Despite a major effort by the Federal Government under the Title I ESEA compen- 
satory program to meet these special needs, the comparability data to assure the 
proper use of these funds over and above the local agencies funding program, 
preliminary indications lead to prior concerns over misuse of the funds. The 
Federal Governments' own criteria by not allowing for longevity in the measure- 
ment of salaries also leaves much to7be desired in their standard of "comparab- 
ility" funding on a per-pupil level/'3 

Although the Federal Government has engaged in funding a number of special 
educational programs, federal funds received by the State are not adequate to 
meet the special needs of many Maryland children. The federal share of the 
State's education budget in 1969/70 was 8.3% or $62.8 million. The federal 
impact aid program (P.L. 874), which provides funds for education with no guide- 
lines or criteria for use, accounted for $26.1 million of Maryland's share of 
federal funds. Federal lunch and breakfast programs in the State amounted to 
$6.5 million, vocational education operating expenditures, $2.6 million; and the 
manpower training act, $1.1 million/4 

A system of information-gathering by the schools would enable the State to identify 
individual children throughout the State with special needs, and to provide funds 
and programs in addition to the per-pupil expenditure for these special needs. 

As the State phases in its full funding on a per-pupil basis, it must be engaged 
in an assessment of these education needs, the establishment of priorities, and 
the development of a funding program for those special needs not met in an equal 
per-pupil expenditure. 
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RECOMMENDATION 8 

WE RECOMMEND THAT, IN-ORDER TO ALLOW FOR THE DIFFERENCES IN COST OF LIVING, THE 
PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE FOR ANY COUNTY MAY VARY 5% IN EITHER DIRECTION FROM THE EQUAL- 
IZED LEVEL. W 

It is undoubtedly the case that regional differences in price levels affect the cost 
of education. However, assessing the impact of such differences is difficult, 
and the issue becomes intertwined with the question of quality. For example, 
housing, and perhaps other goods and services for teachers, are less expensive in 
rural areas. Consequently, it may be possible to pay somewhat lower salaries 
in rural areas. On the other hand, if rural salaries are much lower than average, 
rural districts may have difficulty in recruiting high quality teachers. 

Indeed, it is possible to argue that salaries in rural districts should be higher 
so that teaching in such districts may be perceived as more desirable. Because 
the question of regional differences in price-levels is so fraught with intangibles, 
it is proposed that no more than a 5%  variation be allowed in per-pupil expen- 
ditures for any school district. Based on federal cost of living statistics, it 
is assumed that the higher expenditures will be found in the urbanized areas 
and the lower expenditures in the rural areas. 

RECOMMENDATION 9 

WE RECOMMEND THAT ALL COUNTIES BE ALLoWEb TO APPLY INDEPENDENTLY FOR FEDERAL 
EDUCATION AID, AND THAT SUCH FUNDS BE ALLOWABLE TO THE RECIPIENT COUNTIES IN 
ADDITION TO THE STATEWIDE EQUALIZED PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE.  

The Federal Government is attempting to meet particular educational needs not 
accommodated for by financial resources of the states through programs such as 
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which provides compensatory 
aid to educationally deprived children. The allowance of additional Title I 
funds and additional funds for other projects designed to meet particular educ- 
ational needs recognizes the necessity of..jneeting particular and pressing prob- 
lems with funds supplementing the State per-pupil expenditure. 

A state-funded equal per-pupil expenditure seems particularly compatible with 
programs such as Title I, ESEA. The Federal Government now is requiring "com- 
parability of services" within a school district before Title I, ESEA funds 
can be awarded. Until school districts are providing at least comparable 
services in all schools, federal funds can hardly be compensatory and supplemen- 
tary. Under our proposed plan, the responsibility for comparability of services 
would rest with the State, and comparability would seem to be satisfied by the 
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Statels provision of equal per-pupil expenditures. The effectiveness of Title I 
projects should be enhanced if educationally deprived children are receiving 
benefits equal to those enjoyed in other schools. 

RECOMMENDATION 10 

tit  RECOMMEND THAT FEDERAL IMPACT Alb (M. 874) TO INDIVIDUAL COUNTIES BE IN ADDIT- 
ION TO THE STATEWIDE EQUALIZED PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE.  

Certain types of federal aid are given merely to subsidize costs. "Impacted area" 
aid is currently the most important of this type. It is given to school districts 
which have experienced an influx of students because of a federal activity. It 
was established on the assumption that federal employees would not be contributing 
their fair share of school costs through taxes. Unlike Title I, ESEA, it is not 
given in recognition of any special educational needs of children. Impact aid 
funds become part of the general education budget and are not earmarked for com- 
pensatory or special programs. In 1969/70 Montgomery County received-Se.Z million, 
Prince George's County $8.9 million and Baltimore City $2.1 million/5 

On one hand, impact aid funds are a source for an inequity in resources available 
to a county, and on the other hand there is no educational defensible criteria 
for measuring how the funds are being spent by a county. 

Recognizing this highly inequitable and educationally unjustifiable source of 
income, the Commission's intent was to recommend that the State deduct this rev- 
enue from the county's share per pupil to determine the equalized per-pupil ex- 
penditure for an individual county. However, Congressional Law, Title 20--Section 
240 (d) (2)—1968 amendment to P.L. 874, specifically prohibits a state from 
deducting impact aid from a county to determine the state share. It goes further 
to stipulate that if a state does so the Federal Government will not fund this 
revenue. The Commission feels the State can ill afford to be penalized by the 
loss of $26 million dollars. 

We further recognize that federal suits and congressional law have been laid down 
in this instance to the existing state and county financing structures. The 
problem is additionally compounded in that these federal decisions do not envision 
state financing and therefore may still not address themselves to a state finance 
structure. In view of the gross amount of dollars the Federal Government is . . 
expending on this program, it would seem an immediate review of the success of 
its objectives under the existing administrative procedures be undertaken at 
the federal level. 

RECOMMENDATION 11 

WE RECOMMEND THAT REVENUE FOR EDUCATIONAL PURPOSES BE RAISED THROUGH THE FOLLOWING 
MECHANISMS, 'WITH CORRESPONDING ADJUSTMENTS IN THE TAX STRUCTURE:  

A. ASSUMPTION BY THE STATE OF THE LOCAL INCOME SURTAX: 

B. THE USE OF OTHER STATEWIDE TAXES, NOTABLY 
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1. A MORE PROGRESSIVELY GRADUATED INCOME TAX, 

2. A MORE EQUITABLE CORPORATE INCOME TAX, 

3. A MORE EQUITABLE CORPORATE FRANCHISE TAX, AND 

4. SUCH OTHER TAXES TO INSURE EQUITY: AND 

C. THE REMAINDER OF THE NEEDED REVENUES TO BE RAISED THROUGH A UNIFORM STATEWIDE 
PROPERTY TAX, IF NECESSARY. 

It is neither appropriate nor possible for us to engage in a full, scale evaluation 
of alternative proposals for taxation to raise the necessary revenues for education. 
That task was well executed by the Governor's Study Commission on the State Tax 
Structure (Mills Commission). Neither would it be appropriate for us to dictate 
specific tax schemes to the General Assembly. Specific details of tax mechanisms 
are better developed by the State legislators through their experience and delib- 
erations. 

However, we are concerned that equality of educational opportunity be achieved 
through a sound tax structure which is equitable. It is undoubtedly clear that 
in the next few years new revenues for education will have to be found. Earlier 
we pointed out that the Mills Commission projected education costs for Maryland un- 
der the present formula to be $1.6 billion by 1975. The preliminary indications 
for 1970/71 estimate education expenditures at $840 million. We believe that 
our plan for providing equal educational opportunity through a state funding 
system of equal per-pupil expenditures, coupled with the limit on the percentage 
of education funds which can be expended for teacher salaries, and with the 
evaluation of educational productivity, will offer the State a sound method for 
limiting the spiraling costs of education. Using our pupil enrollment projections, 
1969 dollars, and a 3% inflation rate, we project that under our full state fund- 
ing plan expenditures for education in Maryland will reach approximately $1.6 
billion by 1980. 

In 1969, education expenditures were 4.1% of the $17.9 billion Gross State Product.. 
The GSP increased to $19.7 billion in 1970, and the Department of Economic and 
Community Development conservatively estimates the GSP for 1980 at $27.5 billion 
(1968 dollars and allowing for a 3% inflation rate). By 1980 our proposed equal- 
ized expenditures program for education would require 4.1% of the GSP. We 
hesitate to predict if education will command a higher priority in the future. 
However, with the vital social and economic benefits the State derives from an 
educated citizenry it would seem safe to assume that, at the very least, educ- 
ation expenditures would command the same percentage of the GSP over the next 
ten years. 

In the long run, our plan for equal per-pupil expenditures will enable the State 
to project with some degree of accuracy what funds will be needed for education 
and to develop a sound tax structure to fund these expenditures. Under our prop- 
osal, the education current operating expenses for the three-year phase-in period 
would be: 
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(Extrapolation of 1969-70 rates—inflation and cost of living increases not included) 

Projected  State Average  Total  Lunch and Total 
Enrollment  Per-Pupil     (000)  Transportation (000) 

Expenditure         (000) 

base year 1971-72 909,468    $721.00     $690,391 $37,480       $727,871 

1st year 1972-73  903,681     803.00      725,358 37,276        762,632 

2nd year 1973-74  895,968     885.00      793,136 36,967        830,103 

3rd year 1974-75  886,989     968.00      858,605 36,588 895,192 

$3,067,490 148,311      3,215,798 

If we use the first year of the phase-in period, the example below demonstrates 
one possible way for the State to raise the needed revenues: 

Approximate cost of state fully funding 
per-pupil expenditures for the first year 
phase-in--1972-73 $725,000,000.00 

Estimated present State and federal aid 
expended for last year (1971-72) - 312,000,000.00 

Needed shift in revenue sources 413,000,000.00 

Estimated yield of local income sur- 
tax, 1971-72, to be absorbed in more 
equitable State income tax -200,000,000.00 

Balance to be funded through more 
equitable corporate franchise and 
income taxes. State income tax, and 
statewide uniform property tax, 
if necessary 213,000,000.00 

Assuming that the State and federal revenues expended in 1971-72 would also be 
available for 1972/73, the State under the Citizens Commission's plan would have 
to find ways to shift to the State the remaining $413 million which would other- 
wise be raised and expended locally for education. If the State assumed the 
entire local income surtax, with an estimated yield of $200 million in 1971/72, 
it could be incorporated into a more equitable State income tax and used for 
education. The remaining $213 million could be funded through the revised 
income tax, more equitable corporate franchise and income taxes, and if necessary, 
a statewide uniform property tax. 

In discussing alternative ways for the State to raise needed additional reven- 
ues in the coming years, the Mills Commission stated in its report of January 1971:76 

-Maryland's relatively heavy reliance on the income tax is sound and we believe 
that any change should place more rather than less reliance on income taxes. In- 
creased reliance on the income tax has the major advantage that it places state and 
local governments closer to a position in which revenues will grow fast enough 
to finance needed increases in expenditures without periodic increases in tax 
rates. In addition, there are specific objections to increased reliance on re- 
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tail sales and property taxes, the only realistic alternatives to income taxes 
as sources of substantial increases in revenues. The Maryland sales tax has a 
narrow and arbitrary base, and rate increases could worsen the distortions it 
causes in retail sales. Property taxes impair citizen's ability to provide 
housing, and further increases would worsen the distortions it causes in retail 
sales. Property taxes impair citizens' ability to provide housing, and further 
increases would worsen the problem, especially in Baltimore City where the prop- 
erty taxes are highest and housing conditions are among the worst in the State. 

They go on to further point out that Maryland's income tax structure currently 
ceases being progressive at the relatively low level of annual taxable income 
of $3,000. They illustrate a more progressive rate schedule which would add 
several higher rates at higher income levels. They estimate this rate schedule 
would yield an additional $200 million to the State by 1975.77 

TABLE 7 

ILLUSTRATIVE STATE INCOME TAX SCHEDULE 

Taxable 
Income 

Present 
Rate 

Alternative 
Rate 

Effective 
Rate 

0-$ 1,000 2% 
$ 1,000- 2,000 3% 

3,000- 6,000 4% 
6,000- 10,000 5% 
10,000- 15,000 4% 
Over  15,000 5% 

3% 
4% 
5% 
7% 

1.7% 
2.6% 
3.4% 
4.1% 
5.3% 
5.1% 

John F. Due, in an article entitled "Altergative Tax Sources for Education", dis- 
cusses potential yeilds of various taxes.78 Based on his analysis of types 
taxes, he concludes-JS 

types of 

-By generally accepted standards of taxation, additional funds for the financing 
of education cannot, on any significant scale, be found in the local property tax, 
or in expansion of local non-property taxes, but from expanded State use of sales 
and income taxes.... 

Using 1969 data, Due estimated the effects of certain changes in the sales tax 
for Maryland. Increasing the sales tax to 5% would yield an additional $66 million; 
including consumer services at the 5% rate, an additional $33 million; and el- 
iminating consumer exemptions, additional $82 million. 

Concerning the income tax, Due stated:80 

-Most states can make more effective use of income taxation, in some by lowering 
exemptions, in many states by broadening to coverage of the tax by reducing deduct- 
ions and including tax-free income, and by the use of higher tax rates. 

Due outlined one possible income tax structure. Taking the Oregon levy as a model 
(rates from 4% to 10% and an exemption of $600 per person) he estimates that Mary- 
land could obtain an additional $54 million from this possible income tax structure. 
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81 
Regarding the use of local taxes for education. Due said: 

-Local sales taxes and, to an even greater extent, local income taxes are obj- 
ectionable in a number of respects and should be integrated into the state levies, 
except in unusual circumstances when one or a few cities require much more 
revenues than others. 

We strongly concur with the statements of the Mills Commission and Mr. Due 
in their emphasis on statewide taxes, and we believe that their recommendations 
not to support statewide services with local taxes, and to revamp the State in- 
come tax are sound. We demonstrated earlier the inequitable nature of the local 
income surtax, which provides considerably different yields per capita in different 
subdivisions. Therefore, we recommend that the local income surtax be assumed 
by the State and restructured into a more equitable State income tax. We believe 
that a restructured and more equitable income tax could bear the bulk of expendit- 
ures for education. Other good potential revenue sources are more equitable cor- 
porate franchise and income taxes. 

If a statewide uniform property tax were imposed at $1 per $100 of assessed val- 
uation it would yield $230 million. Such a statewide property tax in the Commission's 
view should be the first $1 of the property tax levy and not levied in addition 
to the existing property tax rate. At present there is no county with a property 
tax less than $2 per $100. 

We want to emphasize our concern that the bulk of support for education not fall 
on a tax with the regressive nature of the property tax. Several subdivisions, 
particularly Baltimore City, already bear a heavy property tax burden. Although 
we do recommend that a statewide property tax for education not be levied in 
addition to the already existing tax rate, we also recognize that the property tax 
is essentially a local tax needed for local governmental services. Furthermore, 
the property tax does not have the growth potential of the income tax. We would 
prefer that education, a major state governmental service, depend on major growth 
taxes such as the income tax and that the property tax be retained for use by 
local governments. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 12 & 13 

WE RECOMMEND ALONG WITH THE CURRENT STRUCTURE OF STATE AND COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD AUTH- 
ORITIES A THIRD TIER FOR SCHOOL GOVERNANCE BE PROVIDED FOR AT THE COMMUNITY LEVEL... 

RECOMMENDATION 12 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE EMPOWER EACH COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD TO CREATE A COMMUNITY 
SCHOOL BOARD AND TO DELEGATE ANY OR ALL OF ITS RESPONSIBILITIES TO THE COMMUNITY 
SCHOOL BOARD. SUCH RESPONSIBILITIES COULD ENCOMPASS THE SCHOOL BUDGET, THE DEVEL- 
OPMENT OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND THE AUTHORITY TO HIRE THE PRINCIPAL FROM 
A COUNTY PERSONNEL LIST.  

RECOMMENDATION 13 

WE RECOMMEND THAT, IF AND WHEN THE SCHOOL POPULATION OF A COUNTY EXCEEDS 30,000 
STUDENTS, THE STATE MANDATE THE RELEVANT COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD TO SUBMIT WITHIN ONE 
YEAR A PLAN FOR COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN THE DECISION-MAKING, GOVERNANCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE SCHOOLS UNDER ITS CONTROL. SUCH A PLAN WOULD HAVE TO SHOW 
EVIDENCE OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN ITS FORMULATION AND ADOPTION.  
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The repeal of the school laws which mandated district boards of trustees for each 
local school eliminated a necessary vehicle for community involvement in local 
schools and took away a vital link between the community and the county school 
board. Such a vehicle is critical if community involvement is to be maintained 
in the State's twenty-four large school districts. Because of their size, Mary- 
land's twenty-four school districts are what most states consider "regional" 
districts, and include some of the largest school districts in the country. 
Their size in geographic terms provides wider opportunities for a variety of 
program offerings to students as well as other benefits not available in states 
with smaller districts. However, the opportunities for direct community involve- 
ment also must be provided, and precautions must be taken to insure that this 
opportunity is not buried in large educational bureaucracies. 

In a five-year period the growth rate in school population among the twenty- 
four subdivisions has varied from 0% growth to as high as 56% growth. In 1970 
Baltimore City's school population was the highest at 192,826 with Kent county 
representing the smallest school population of 3,934 pupils. For Kent county 
this represented an 11% growth over five years at the same time the city's school 
population has decreased over the same five years by 0.9%.82 Although few would 
argue a school board governing 192,826 pupils is above a maximum size for desir- 
able community participation to be effective in policy and decision-making, 
we think it becomes apparent that the growth of a county school population as 
well as the size are both vital factors in indicating a need for community par- 
ticipation in schools. 

Studies have shown a very serious dichotomy in school problems which must be 
considered in all funding schemes and structures. On the one hand, an insufficient 
number of students in a school system seriously impairs the ability of that system 
to provide the necessary programs for all of its children. In the other instance 
a single school board governing too large a student population develops an in- 
flexibility, both through rigid bureaucracy and sheer numbers of students. 

There are many factors which must be taken into consideration when determining 
either a minimum school district size or a maximum school district size. Rhode 
Island's plan for education^3 found some of these factors for a minimum school 
district population requirement to be: 

1. Lower unit costs 
2. Better curricula and better services 
3. Better personnel 
4. Increased equity 
5. Higher aspiration levels 
6. Lower overall costs 

At the same time The Rhode Island plan asked the usual question about overly 
large school districts: 

-At what point does the school district become so large that it becomes sluggish, 
bureaucratic, entrapped in red tape, unresponsive to the public will, unaccept- 
able to ambitious parents, and so trouble-ridden that it cannot solve its own 
problems? There is clear evidence that school districts can grow to the point 
that they have these difficulties and must actually be decentralized in an attempt 
to solve them...Many large districts in America contain four, six, ten or more 
subordinate units enjoying some degree of authority over the school program in 
their geographic areas.84 
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The study further indicated greater availability of programs with school populations 
of over 10,000. 

Maryland has nineteen counties with a student population varying from 3,900 to 
30,000 students. The remaining five counties are the large metropolitan counties 
with a range of 74,000 students up to 192,000.85 

Maryland, like many other states, faces the attending school problems with the 
differences of communities ranging from under-populated rural communities to high- 
ly populated metropolitan school centers. 

Holding to our objectives for local control, vis a vis a community's right to choose 
its governing structure,  A need for a broad availability of programs, and a need 
for the efficient use of programs and funds, we believe that a community-developed 
school governance plan along with the county board of education would provide the 
most efficient, meaningful and flexible vehicle for local control. 

The very nature and functions of local control and community involvement militate 
against uniformity of structures. Plans for local participation in policy control 
and decision-making should be flexible and change with the needs and desires of 
the local communities. However, we also recognize that in the larger, urban 
school districts local control can get lost in the sheer numbers of students and 
the day-to-day administrative problems of dealing with such a large system. Thus 
we see the need to require large urban districts to develop some plan for effective 
community involvement in the local schools. Districts may choose to use community 
boards, or they may devise some other arrangement. When large school systems 
merely have the option to develop structures for local control, it is very easy 
to neglect exercising the option. 

COUNTY SCHOOL BOARDS 

RECOMMENDATION 14 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE PROVIDE LEGISLATION FOR LOCAL REFERENDUM EVERY EIGHT 
YEARS TO DETERMINE THE METHOD OF SELECTING COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS AS BETWEEN 
LOCAL APPOINTMEBT OR LOCAL ELECTION.  

Maryland is the only state in the country which has local school boards appointed 
by the Governor. Out of the twenty-four school districts, Montgomery and Charles 
counties have locally elected school boards; Baltimore City has a locally appointed 
board. It is difficult to see how any significant degree of local control can ex- 
ist when local board members are appointed by the Governor. The result that can 
be expected is that local boards are removed from the local community when the local 
community plays a negligible role in their selection and has no power to remove 
them. 

There is little evidence which strongly supports one form of local selection over 
another. The effectiveness of either local appointment or local election will de- 
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pend on the desires and characteristics of each individual district. Rather than 
mandate or even suggest one method over another, we prefer that communities decide 
on the method best suited to thenu We do suggest that all school board elections 
be on a non-partisan, election-year basis. Provisions could be made for election 
of members at the time of referendum, similar to procedures followed by some 
counties in voting at the same time for a county charter and a new county council. 

RECOMMENDATION 15 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE COUNTY SCHOOL BOARDS MAINTAIN THEIR AUTHORITY TO NEGOTIATE, 
TO HIRE AND FIRE, AND TO SET STANDARD AND CONDITIONS FOR ALL PROFESSIONAL AND NON- 
PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES OF THEIR SCHOOL SYSTEMS.  

The only limitations on a school board's authority for personnel policies that the 
Commission is recommending are those that have been discussed earlier, namely, that 
at least 20% of the district's budget must be spent for items other than profess- 
ional salaries and fringe benefits and that the per-pupil expenditure for the dis- 
trict can vary only 5%  from the statewide per-pupil expenditure. The maintenance 
of local budget authority for personnel policies is a critical part of local con- 
trol in educational matters. 

RECOMMENDATION 16 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD, AND/OR COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARDS OR THEIR 
COUNTERPARTS WHEN SO EMPOWERED, BE RESPONSIBLE FOR SUBMITTING A PROGRAMMED BUDGET 
ON A PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE, PER-SCHOOL ALLOCATION TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. 

Under the current State formula, the procedures for allocating State funds to the 
twenty-four school districts involve two basic steps taken at different times of 
the year. The first occurs when each district files with the State projections 
of numbers of pupils, numbers of certified teachers, numbers of handicapped chil- 
dren, and transportation costs. Adjustments are made by the end of the year when 
more concrete data are available. This information is the basis for the State's 
current year allocation of funds under the present formula, and it is used by the 
budget planning department of the State Department of Education. The second step 
is taken when each district files its education budget expenditures as approved by 
the Baltimore City Council, the county councils, or the county commissioners. 
These expenditure budgets are used by the Research, Evaluation and Information 
Systems Division of the State Department of Education to develop research and 
statistical information. 

Under our proposed program the same basic procedures would be used with only slight 
modifications. In the first step, district boards and/or community boards of ed- 
ucation would continue to file projected student enrollment, number of handicapped 
children, and transportation costs, eliminating the number of certified teachers. 
This would provide the information necessary for the State to allocate funds on 
a per-pupil expenditure basis each year. 

The second step of filing an expenditure budget with the State is a necessary 
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part of the State's information system. We suggest that the expenditure Budget 
be developed on a program cost basis to assist the State in its determination of 
per-pupil costs and program costs, and in its evaluation of program effective- 
ness. The statistical and research information provided by these budgets would 
be a vital tool for the State Department of Education and the Statewide Review 
Board (see Recommerfd^tion 18) in recommending per-pupil expenditures following the 
three-year phase-in program. The school-by-school expenditure budget will also 
provide the necessary information for the State to assure equal per-pupil ex- 
penditures throughout the State. 

When school-by-school budget information is coordinated with information on the 
student population characteristics and the evaluations of school performance, 
the State, the districts and the local communities will begin to have some vital 
information to set future educational priorities for their budgets. It will 
assist in determining where extra funds above the statewide equal per-pupil 
expenditure are needed to meet the exceptional problems in individual schools. 
Budget information collected ona school-by-school basis also assists the dis- 
trict school board in developing vocational and other special programs on a 
coordinated county-wide level. 

IMPROVEMENTS AT THE STATE LEVEL 

RECOMMENDATION 17 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE &0A&D OF EDUCATION BE INCREASED FROM ITS PRESENT SEVEN 
MEMBERS TO NINE MEMBERS TO REFLECT THE ETHNIC, RACIAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC C0MP0S- 
ITION OF THE STATE.  

In Maryland's current governance structure for its schools, the size of a county 
school population determines the number of members on that county school board. 
Counties with school population up to 50,000 have five-member school boards; 
school populations of 50,000 to 100,000 have seven-member boards; and a gpunty 
school population of over 100,000 students requires a nine member board.86 

The State has experienced a school population growth of 19% over the last five 
years, and a growth in overall population of 32% between 1950 and 1960, and 
27% between 1960 and 70. In 1960 Maryland ranked 21st among the states for total 
population, and bv 1970 Maryland had moved to a rank of 17th among the states in 
total population.^' 

Although Maryland has recognized the need for increases in school board size as the 
school population has grown in districts, it has not yet taken the necessary steps 
to insure that the State Board of Education is sufficiently large to represent the 
diverse population in the State. An increase in the State Board from seven to nine 
members will tend to improve the Board's ability to represent the varied ethnic, 
racial, geographic, cultural and socioeconomic groups in Maryland, yet will not 
create a Board of unwieldy size. 
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RECOMMENDATION 18 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE LEGISLATURE PROVIDE FOR A STATEWIDE REVIEW BOARD, WHOSE 
MEMBERSHIP WOULD BE COMPOSED OF A MEMBER FROM EACH COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD. EACH 
COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD WILL SELECT ITS RESPRESENTATIVE FROM AMONG ITS MEMBERS. 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE LEGISLATE . SPECIFIC, THOUGH NOT EXCLUSIVE, RESPONSIB- 
ILITIES FOR: 

A. DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW OF THE STATE EDUCATION OPERATING BUDGET AS SUBMITTED BY 
EACH COUNTY ON A SCHOOL-BY-SCHOOL AUDIT: 

B. EVALUATION OF THE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE FOR THE COST AND EFFECTIVENESS OF 
PROGRAMS: 

C. RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE RECOMMENDATION TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF REVIS- 
IONS IN PER-PUPIL ALLOCATIONS EVERY ONE OR TWO YEARS: 

D. DEVELOPMENT OF MACHINERY THROUGH THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FOR COMMUN- 
ICATION AND EXPLANATION OF DIFFERENT LOCAL PROGRAMS THROUGHOUT THE STATE. 

The State and local boards of education will be developing both State and local 
standards, goals and objectives for education. The primary benefits of the State- 
wide Review Board would be the added opportunity for local participation in the 
development and evaluation''of State goals and objectives as well as the assurance 
of consideration for particular local needs and concerns. The Statewide Review 
Board would provide an excellent vehicle for the coordinated planning and achieve- 
ment of State and local goals. 

With a State-funded program of per-pupil allocations based on need, the Statewide 
Review Board, with Its representation from Baltimore City and the twenty-three 
counties, can be of great assistance to the State Board of Education in deter- 
mining realistic levels of per-pupil expenditures. They can bring to the State 
Board further insight into the particular needs of the various student populations 
in all areas of the State and insure that local needs and concerns are met 
properly. 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION: A CAPITAL BUDGET PLANNING BOARD* 

RECOMMENDATION 19 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE PROVIDE FOR A CAPITAL BUDGET PLANNING BOARD TO REPLACE 
THE CURRENT "INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE" 

1. WITH REPRESENTATIVES DRAWN FROM LOCAL AND STATE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND 
LEADERS FROM INDUSTRY, FROM THE ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGINEERING PROFESSIONS, FROM 
THE CITIZENRY AS WELL AS FROM THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE STATE GOVERNMENT: AND 

2. WITH THE SELECTION OF THE MEMBERSHIP EQUALLY DIVIDED BETWEEN THE STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION AND THE LOCAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION (INCLUDING COMMUNITY BOARDS OF ED- 
UCATION OR THEIR COUNTERPARTS): AND 
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3. WITH THREE MEMBERS APPOINTED BY THE GOVERNOR. 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE LEGISLATE TO THE CAPITAL BUDGET PLANNING BOARD SPECIFIC, 
THROUGH NOT EXCLUSIVE, RESPONSIBILITIES FOR; 

a. DEVELOPMENT OF THE CRITERIA, GUIDELINES AND PRIORITIES THE STATE WILL USE IN 
ALLOCATION OF ALL CONSTRUCTION FUNDS; 

b. REVIEW OF EACH COUNTY'S YEARLY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE 
COUNTY'S FIVE YEAR PLANS TO INSURE THAT THE BUDGET REFLECTS THE GENERAL EDUCATION- 
AL GOALS OF THE STATE AND COUNTY SCHOOL BOARDS. THE BOARD WOULD SERVE IN AN AD- 
VISORY CAPACITY AT THE DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES OF THE BUDGET AS WELL AS A BOARD OF 
REVIEW; 

c. SUBMISSION OF THE CAPITAL EDUCATION BUDGET TO THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS; 

d. PLANNING, COORDINATION AND COMMUNICATION AMONG ALL APPROPRIATE LOCAL SCHOOL 
AGENCIES THROUGH THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FOR ALL MATTERS RELATED TO'. 
THE CAPITAL BUDGET; 

e. REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE YEARLY TRANSPORTATION COSTS. 

* Mr. Greenfeld has not participated in any of the recommendations, findings or 
comments in the Report relating to the Interagency Committee on School Con- 
struction. 
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When the State assumed all school construction costs in July 1971, an Inter- 
agency Committee, consisting of the State Superintendent of Schools, the Sec- 
retary of State Planning, and the Secretary of General Services, was created to 
administer the school construction program, for which $150 million was authorized 
the first year. The Committee had to set priorities for allocations for con- 
struction based on requests from the school districts of over $446 million, 
although in past years their total yearly capital budgets had not exceeded $150 
million. The problems encountered both by the Interagency Committee .and the 
local school districts were numerous; to a large extent they can be attributed 
to the lack of wide representation on the Interagency Committee and to the 
apparent lack of responsibility on the part of local districts in setting goals 
and priorities for construction. 

If the State is to develop and maintain a rational school construction program 
within the financial capabilities of the State and at the same time meet the 
construction needs of the school districts, the program must reflect at both 
State and local levels coordinated planning and priorities based on educational 
needs and goals. 

The Capital Budget Planning Board we are recommending would provide the board 
representation needed and incorporate the necessary authorities and responsib- 
ilities. Construction plans and capital requests under the plan we recommend would 
originate with the local districts and would reflect a recognition and under- 
standing by the districts of the State's overall financial abilities and respon- 
sibilities for construction. Through their representatives on the Planning 
Board local districts not only would play a role in the establishment of criteria 
and priorities by which their construction plans would be evaluated, but also 
would participate in the evaluation process itself. 

Because school transportation is to a great extent a function of the school 
construction and location policies of the school districts, we also recommend 
that the Capital Budget Planning Board review and make recommendations for 
the yearly school transportation costs. 

RECOMMENDATION 20 

WE RECOMMEND A STATEWIDE SYSTEM FOR EVALUATING EDUCATIONAL QUALITY AND EQUALITY 
BE ESTABLISHED IN MARYLAND.  

Article VIII, Section I of the Maryland Constitution states: "The General Assembly 
... shall by Law establish throughout the State a thorough and efficient System 
of Free Public Schools; and shall provide by taxation, or otherwise for their 
maintenance."88 The clear mandate of the Constitution, and the position taken 
in this report, is that the State legislature is responsible for the financing 
of schools in Maryland. The phrase "thorough and efficient" must, however, in 
the modern context be understood as requiring the distribution of quality educ- 
ation (efficient) on an equitable basis (thorough). To this end, and in keeping 
with our intention to return financial responsibility to the State, we propose 
a statewide assessment system for Maryland. An outline of such a system is described, 
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A plan for a coordinated program in which the State Board of Education, the 
Statewide Review Board (Recommendation 18), the local boards of education and 
schools would participate in a statewide information-gathering and performance- 
evaluation system. The recommendations suggest means by which information may 
be gathered and disseminated to the citizenry as well as to the professional 
educators. With the mechanisms and processes to measure progress and achievement, 
educational objectives and priorities can be set and the school system can operate on 
firm pragmatic bases rather than on intuition and habit. More dollars can make 
a difference in educational quality if those dollars are spent where they are 
needed and on the basis of sound information. 

If the Commission's recommendations are accepted and legislated, then at the 
end of the three-year phase-in period of the State-funded system per-pupil ex- 
penditures will be equalized throughout the State. At that point the State would 
begin setting per-pupil expenditures based on the needs of its total educational 
program, inclusive of an effective compensatory and special education program. 
The State will have the knowledge of program needs required at that point only 
if during the three-year phase-in period the State has engaged in a prior assess- 
ment of needs and establishment of priorities. To accomplish that goal, it will 
be necessary to disseminate information on student needs and school performance 
at the State and local levels and particularly within the local community. 
Effective community involvement can occur only when parents and taxpayers have 
adequate knowledge on which to base their decisions. 

The State Department of Education is presently developing a program of educational 
objectives and the means of assessing educational performance. The additional 
recommendations we are making for a system of collecting information and eval- 
uating school performances are based on the belief that such a system is an 
integral part of an effective State funding program and critically important if 
local control and community involvement are to be more than empty phrases. 

As suggested, the State would develop not only statewide educational goals (eg. 
achievement levels for reading and mathematics) but also statewide criterion 
referenced tests to measure a school's performance in those areas. The State 
Department of Education would also collect information on the characteristics of 
the student population for each school as well as program costs and expenditures 
from the budgets filed with them. Each school would administer the tests de- 
veloped by the State, with the tests scored by the State Department of Education. 
Finally, all of the information gathered by the State Department of Education and 
the local schools would be evaluated and assessed and provide a basis on which 
the Statewide Review Board could continually review and recommend educational 
goals and priorities, per-pupil expenditure levels, and particular needs for 
compensatory and special funds. 

RECOMMENDATION 21 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION &E RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPLEMENTATION OF AN INFORMATION-GATHERING SYSTEM WHOSE MAIN FEATURES WOULD 
INCLUDE:  

a. THE ADMINISTRATION ON A SCHOOL-BY-SCHOOL BASIS OF CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTS 
FOR EACH GRADE LEVEL TO DEVELOP INFORMATION ON EACH SCHOOL'S PERFORMANCE. 

b. THE DEVELOPMENT OF ADDITIONAL NECESSARY INFORMATION ON A SCHOOL-BY-SCHOOL BASIS 
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OF THE SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDENT BODY, OF THE TEACHER PER- 
SONNEL CHARACTERISTICS, AND OF STUDENT PERFORMANCE: 

c. THE TRANSMISSION OF ALL PERTINENT AND NECESSARY INFORMATION TO THE DISTRICT 
SCHOOL BOARD AND TO THE INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS. 

Role of the State Department of Education 

Clearly the design and implementation of a statewide assessment system must be 
handled in a centralized fashion: individual school districts cannot be expected 
to do it unilaterally, nor is it likely to come about by volunteer efforts. The 
most appropriate agency to conduct the task is the Maryland State Department 
of Education (MSDE). 

Developmental Research 

Two major developmental tasks must be performed before any statewide monitoring and 
evaluation system can operate efficiently. First, a series of learning objectives 
must be designed and agreed upon in a specified number of subject matter areas. 
Possible areas might include: 

a. reading proficiency, 
b. basic mathematics and computation, 
c. elementary science principles, and 
d. basic citizenship knowledge and information. 

In each of these areas, thought should be given to the minimal standard of know- 
ledge to be expected of every normal student in the state. For example, in 
reading proficiency, agreement might be reached that by the sixth grade every 
student should be able to do the following: read a menu, locate information in 
a telephone directory, complete a driver's license application form, and read 
directions on a bottle of medicine. In science, similar attention should be 
given so that, for example, a sixth grade student understands those items which 
will impinge upon his personal safety and his contribution to the solution of 
ecological problems. Citizenship education might guarantee that one knows how 
to obtain information about controversial issues and understands the many differ- 
ent mechanisms by which he or she can participate in government. 

Once such objectives are established, criterion-referenced tests need to be 
designed to measure them. In fact, a large "bank" of questions should be es- 
tablished which contained literally hundreds of sample items capable of assess- 
ing a student's progress toward an objective. Out of this bank could be drawn 
questions to be used by teachers day-to-day in examining their students in the 
classroom.  In this fashion, the test bank would serve diagnostic purposes and 
enable teachers to identify students who were and who were not learning. Indiv- 
idually prescribed instructional activities could take place accordingly. 
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In addition, State test makers would be able to draw upon the bank of test 
items each year as they constructed the annual statewide tests for each grade 
level. Items would be chosen at random so as to have different tests each year, 
although each year's tests would be capable of assessing the same learning ob- 
jectives. Also, presumably, some individuals either within the MSDE or on con- 
tract to it, would be employed continually to produce additional test items for 
the question bank. 

Information and Testing System 

In addition to developing learning objectives and the tests to measure them, it 
will be necessary for the MSDE to operate an information-gathering system capable 
of collecting data on and devising tests for every school in the State. Infor- 
mation should be gathered regarding the characteristics of the student body in 
a school so that input-output research studies can be conducted. 

The system would enable the State to identify those schools which rather consis- 
tently produced student learning in excess of that predicted. By analyzing 
these schools intensely, over time, we would begin to have a better idea of which 
educational processes "worked" and which did not. In those instances where 
particular processes were repeatedly found to aid student learning, the State 
could take steps to see that information about them was disseminated. 

External Audits 

The annual performance report of a school should be its responsibility to produce. 
In part, the information for it would come from the MSDE. For example, the State 
would be responsible for preparing and scoring the annual examinations. The MSDE 
should perform a periodic external audit. This audit might take place systematic- 
ally every three years. (A better mechanism might be for it to have the possibil- 
ity of occurring at random, something in the manner of the Internal Revenue Ser- 
vice's potential for auditing any individual taxpayer.) The purpose of this 
external audit would be to verify the annual report as compiled by the school. 
A team of four or so professional evaluators might go to a school and assess it 
along all the dimensions published in the annual report. 

An alternative is to require, either annually or somewhat less frequently, that 
each individual school obtain an external audit from a "third party."  Results 
of the independent audit would be made available to local officials and also be 
provided to the MSDE. 
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RECOMMENDATION 22 

WE RECOMMEND THE LOCAL SCHOOLS HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR COLLECTING THE SCHOOL 
PERFORMANCE INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THE STATE. THE SCHOOL'S RESPONSIBILITY WILL 
LIE FURTHER IN THE AREA OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF TESTS AND THE PUBLICATION AND 
FILING OF ALL NECESSARY INFORMATION WITH THE SCHOOL COMMUNITY, THE DISTRICT SCHOOL 
BOARD OF EDUCATION AND THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. 

The School as the Performance Unit 

The unit most basic to the system is the individual school. This is the performance 
unit around which all testing, auditing, information-gathering, and incentive dis- 
tributions will be organized. In some instances it will still be useful to gather 
information in terms of school districts. For the most part, however, school 
districts tend to be too large as units for gathering useful information for making 
policy decisions. The larger the unit, the greater the ability for extreme cir- 
cumstances to be masked, to be lost in and overweighed by average numbers. For 
instance, a district-wide figure of one teacher for every twenty-five pupils 
may disguise the fact that some schools within the district profit from pupil 
teacher ratios of twenty to one, whereas others may suffer from having only one 
teacher for every forty students. Similarly this is true in terms of per-pupil 
expenditures. 

Whereas school districts strike us as too large and distant from actual operation 
to be useful for purposes of monitoring and evaluation, the individual classroom 
within a school appears too confined to be appropriate. For example, particularly 
in secondary schools but increasingly in the lower grades as well, a student's 
schooling is not the responsibility of a single teacher in a single classroom. 
Because it is a cohesive unit with comprehensive responsibility for instructing 
students, the individual school strikes us as the appropriate basic management or 
performance unit. 

An Annual Performance Audit 

Once each year, each school building in a district will be responsible for prov- 
iding the Maryland State Department of Education with a performance report. Of 
course, a copy of this report should also be kept by the local school district 
central office. More importantly, a copy of the report must be published in the 
local newspaper, sent to the home of each child in the school, and posted prom- 
inently within the building so as to be visible to visitors. 

The contents of the report will in some measure be left to the discretion of the 
individual school. However, in addition to whatever items the school chooses to 
include, every report will have a minimal standardized information requirement. 
The following table is illustrative: 
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ILLUSTRATIVE TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR AN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERFORMANCE REPORT 

School Information 

Name, location, enrollment, age of building, number of classrooms, number of spec- 
ialized rooms, school site size, state of repair, amount spent on maintenance in 
the last year and last decade, library volumes, etc. 

Staff Information 

Number of staff by category, proportion in various license classifications, age, 
sex, experience levels, etc. 

Student Performance Information 

Intellectual performance: raw scores of students on statewide tests in reading, 
mathematics, science, and citizenship. 

Other dimensions: student turnover rate, absenteeism, vandalism, library, cir- 
culation, etc. 

Areas of Strength 

Whatever the school desired to say about some characteristic of itself which it 
thought was unique or worthy of being known. The intent here is to encourage 
every school to have one or a few dimensions in which it specializes or desires to 
become especially known. For example, it might be in reading or math instruction 
or in the area of art, music, or physical education. Whatever, it should be de- 
scribed and evaluated by the school. 

Areas for Improvement 

Here the school would identify whatever it saw as its weakest points and what it 
would be striving to strengthen in forthcoming years. This might change in some 
years, or in some instances it might stay the same as a school mounted a long term 
project to improve student performance. Whatever, the school must establish obj- 
ectives in these areas which are stated in terms of student performance and which 
can be measured. 
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The.  Infdriuation about staff and student performance should be published by grade 
level, or at least by grade level groupings. The contents of the report would 
vary depending upon whether or not the school was an elementary, junior high 
or senior high school. 

RECOMMENDATION 23 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATEWIDE REVIEW BOARD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR; 

a. RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION FOR STATEWIDE EDUCATIONAL OBJ- 
ECTIVES. 

b. CONTINUING MODIFICATIONS OF THOSE OBJECTIVES BASED ON ITS ASSESSMENT AND EV- 
ALUATION OF SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS, STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS, AND OTHER PER- 
TINENT DATA ASSEMBLED BY THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION AND LOCAL SCHOOLS: 

c. RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES, 
BUDGET INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, AND DESCRIPTIVE 
INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THE SCHOOLS' ANNUAL REPORTS ON THEIR PERFORMANCE. 
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PART 3 

THE NETWORK MODEL 

The network model is an instrument for characterizing the specific tasks which must 
be accomplished in Maryland in order to make a transition from the present district 
financing system to a full state financed system. Under our proposed change a 
large number of coordinated activities would have to take place. Of course, it 
is probably true that not all or, perhaps, even most of the work which will have 
to be done in order to effect the proposed change can now be foreseen. This lack 
of predictability can be due to many factors: the indeterminancy of political and 
social processes, etc. However, a large part of bringing such indeterminancies 
to heel may consist of specifying explicitly and exactly as best as we presently 
can what work will have to be done in order to bring about the change. 

A network model consists of-a set or circles and arrows. The circles may represent 
the jobs or tasks which must be performed. The arrows may represent the order in 
which these tasks must be performed. 

For Maryland this simple model must be constructed in order to detail the legislat- 
ion, the administrative machinery, the organizational aspects, etc. That must 
be coordinated in order to change from district based financing to state based 
financing. In fact many different networks should be or may have to be drawn 
representing different proposals. These networks can then form a clarified frame- 
work for debate about the changes as well as a system for directing it (allocating 
responsibility, resources, etc). 

Our proposed plan will allow the State to move toward quality and equality of ed- 
ucational opportunity by assuming full, fiscal responsibility for the public schools 
of Maryland. The plan will guide local spending through State measures for per- 
pupil expenditures, evaluation of results and State and local standards. 

The plan provides for full funding of educational expenditures through a three 
year phase-in period to eliminate disparities in per-pupil spending. For three 
years each county will be moving toward equal per-pupil expenditures to reach 
the level of the high spending county at the inception of the program. Additional 
expenditures will provide for variances in cost of living, economies of scale. 
State compensatory programs and federal funds. We are also providing for a "Funds 
for Excellence" program which will make state funds available, upon application by 
the counties or schools, for creative and innovative programs. Local decisions 
over budgetary matters will remain strong through the continuance of local neg- 
otiations, with a percentage limitation on the funds to be used for professional 
salaries and fringe benefits. 
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In order to assure fiscal responsibility and equity in taxation the Commission 
is recommending several progressive tax measures which will provide for the 
additional $200 million required for our program over the three-year phase-in. 
These are the State assumption of the piggy-back tax, more progressive income, cor- 
porate and franchise taxes, and, if necessary, a statewide uniform property tax. 
This uniform property tax would be deducted from the existing local property tax. 

Fiscal and evaluation responsibilities legally, effectively and efficiently lie 
at the State level. Likewise for the greatest local efficiency, effectiveness 
and control, the management and process responsibilities must remain at the local 
level. We are supporting locally elected or locally appointed county boards of 
education, community board structures, development of school by school budgets, 
local negotiations for determination of kinds, and numbers of teachers and curric- 
ulum. Along with the State's responsibility for statewide collection of infor- 
mation and specific state goals, the county and communities will be responsible 
for determination of their own broader aims and goals. Each school will be re- 
sponsible for publication of information on its achievement and its own individual 
characteristics. 

In addition to broader local control at the community level, we are asking for two 
additional State advisory boards to increase the local voice at the State level. 
These would be first, a Statewide Review Board whose membership would be made up 
of representatives from the local boards of education and whose responsibilities would 
be to advise the State Board of Education on per-pupil expenditures. The second 
would be a Capital Budget Planning Board whose membership would be made up of 
the community, the State and local school administration and the Executive Branch. 
Their responsibility would be for developing the Construction and Transportation 
budgets. 

The following network model shows the legislative and administrative tasks which 
will have to be undertaken if the preceding recommendations are adopted. 
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Legislate 
State assumption 
of full financial 
support for Elementary 
and Secondary Education 
July, 1972 

Legislate 
Per-Pupil Expenditures 
county x county 
1972/73 - $762,632 
1973/74 - 830,103 
1974/75 - 895,192 
Level up to hi spending 
county 

Legislate 
Adjusted tax structure 
yield-additional $210 million 
over 3 years 
1. Adjusted to %  increase 
above income tax levels 
2. Adjusted to corporate fran- 
chise and income tax 
3. State assumption of local 
income surtax 
4. Statewide property tax for re 
mainder of revenue 

Legislate 
At least 20? of county school board 
budget be spent for other than 
professional salaries maintain 
negotiations 

Legislate 
Local referendum to 
provide for elected or loc- 
ally appointed county school 
boards 

Legislate 
Empower county board of 
education to dLelegate any 
or all responsibility to a 
community board of education 
Mandate community participation 
at 30,000 or over school population 
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State Board of Education 
By Law 
Comprehensive education 
goals and purposes 

Statewide Review 
Advisory 
1. Per-pupil expe 
2. Program goals 
poses 
3. Coordination 

Legislate 
Provision for Capital Budget 
Planning Board - respon- 
sibility for Capital 
Building Program 

County Boards of Education 
Prepare 5 year capital plan and 
one year expenditure budget 

Legislate 
Increase in State Board 
of Education membership 

Board of Public Works 
Pass capital planning budget 

County 
Submit 
parti c- 

school 

Local Referendum 
Local community to determine 
method of selection 
of School Board members 



University of Maryland 
State university panels 
Guidelines for use of 
funds for excellence 

State Department of 
Education 
Develop articulated 
compensatory education 
of need measure for 
finance purposes 

udget to 

County Governments 
Develop expanded programs 
for Municipal Services 
with local funds 

slative approval 
ducation budget 

Legislate 
County Boards of Education 
Develop and file school x 
school expenditure budgets 
State 

Taxation 

evel 
: property 

Schools develop local 
school budget for local 
board and State Board of 
Education 

if Education 
:h community 
or community 

Governor appoint two 
additional members to 
State Board of Education 

7< 
State Department of Education 
Develop machinery for statewide 
information system Schools 

Develop compensatory 
programs and/or funds 
for excellence program 

County Board of Education 
Elect one member to 
Statewide Review Board 

County 
Board of Education 
Develop machinery for In- 
formation systems for State 
and local measures for evaluation 
of goals 

Schools 
Performance unit 
Develop programs 

School 
1. Collect school performance 
information 
2. Testing and filing results 
3. Publishing information 

Community Boards of 
Education 
Develop and coordinate 
programs 

Community boards and/or 
schools develop program 
goals under county guide- 
lines for school 

101 Local boards of elections 
develop machinery for 
non-partisan school 
board elections 



PART 4 

DISSENTING STATEMENT 

I am dissenting from Recommendations 1 and 11A which recommend, respectively, full 
state funding and the assumption by the State of the local income surtax. In 
their place I recommend the adoption of a new equalization formula which I will 
discuss below. 

First, I want to make it clear that I enthusiastically agree with the conclusions 
of the majority that 

1. the State is not fulfilling its responsibilities to its citizens for equal 
educational opportunity; 

2. we should have a system of school financing in which local wealth is not a 
determining factor in allocating funds to education, and; 

3. we desperately need a system to obtain the information needed to systematically 
evaluate the performance of our schools. Thus this dissent is basically one of 
choice of means to achieve goals shared by the Commission as a whole. 

The principal difficulty is that the majority has permitted itself to become pre- 
occupied with the gross, and unacceptable, disparities in per-pupil expenditures 
in the political sub-divisions of the state, and has neglected to adequately con- 
sider other elements necessary for equal educational opportunity and the methods 
necessary to nourish a dynamic, innovative educational system in a constantly 
changing world. 

In addition, the majority has failed to come to grips with one of the major issues 
raised by its choice: namely, the near demise of local government in Maryland if the 
state assumes the local income surtax as envisaged under Recommendation No. 11A. 

My alternative proposal, which is consistent with the research developed by the 
Commission, is that we adopt a new equalization formula which 

a. requires a uniform minimum tax effort—or tax burden—of each sub-division for 
educational purposes, 

b. equalizes all to a set, realistic level, 

c. encourages additional expenditures by each sub-division by awarding additional 
state monies to each according to the total tax effort made in that sub-division 
in relation to its wealth, and 

d. which forbids disparties in per-pupil expenditures among the counties to say 15% 
as between the highest and the lowest. I agree that the aim of the program should 
be to equal or approach the level of Montgomery County today. 

Before explaining this alternative proposal, I will outline generally my reasons 
for opposing the concept of full state funding. 
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1. Local Control 

As the report indicates, a fair amount of centralization in Maryland's public school 
system has already occurred. The report however overlooks a number of other factors 
at work which have and will continue to limit local control over education, whether 
or not Maryland adopts full state funding. 

The influences limiting local control are varied and include: 

a. state funding of construction dollars^; 

b. teachers' contracts2; 

c. the traditional desire of some professional educational administrators to limit 
or avoid lay participation^; 

d. increasing Federal, and State, financing with strings; 

e. the prospect of statewide information ..gathering and performance evaluation^; and 

f. increased mobility of the population and standardization of teaching methods by 
schools of education. 

The issue is not simply then whether or not "he who pays the piper calls the tune", 
it is how best to preserve a meaningful degree of local lay participation in the 
decisions that count. 

Local control consists of two distinct elements—local professional and local lay 
influence. Lay influence has been exercised traditionally in the areas where 
professional influence has been the weakest—namely the financing of school con- 
struction, transportation of pupils and the financing of school operation. All 
of these will have been removed from local lay control if we have state funding. 

In fact, at the present time the only real method of lay control over the crucial 
aspects of the operation of our schools is that financial dependence by the pro- 
fessionals on public approval makes them more responsive to reasonable public demands, 
If there are to be good schools, then funds are needed to pay for them; and pro- 
fessionals seek to stimulate public interest in education in their local sub- 
divisions even at the risk of lay "interference" with the school system. 

Only last year the funding of school construction was transferred from the local 
sub-division to the state. Although all the ramifications this will have on local 
control are not yet clear, it is inevitable that the State will influence if not 
dictate the location of schools and the type of schools that are built. 

^We have recently witnessed a tremendous growth in the power and influence of teacher's 
unions. The negotiated teachers' contracts now govern or affect such areas of 
school policy as classroom size, personnel changes and the like. 

3See, for example, material collected in Governing Education, edited by Alan 
Rosenthal, Anchor Press, 1969. 

4l concur with Recommendations 20-22 which propose such a statewide system. We should 
all recognize however that the collection of comparable statistics on different 
schools will give impetus to the imposition of additional state standards. 
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In short, in Maryland local lay control has not really existed because of the 
presence of the local lay school board, whether appointed or elected, but has 
resulted indirectly from the fact that the professionals operating the school 
systems have had to seek and heed a certain amount of local lay advice in order 
to maintain an adequate level of local spending to support the schools. 

In the place of local lay control over these three crucial issues, the report 
recommends (#13) decentralization of the state's five largest school districts 
(those with over 30,000 pupils). The other nineteen school systems are only to 
be authorized to delegate functions to community boards, much like their right 
to form citizen committees in the law now. At least as to these nineteen counties 
the net effect of the report, even without the state funding aspects, is for 
increased state control. Thus we are to be placed in the position of no local 
lay control over financing issues and little possible local lay control over the 
traditional local professional concerns because of loss of leverage and loss of 
local professional control to the State. 

It is inevitable that the concerned parent or taxpayer will look to the elected 
officials who provide the money to correct the abuses they think they see in the 
educational system or to make the changes they want made. It would be naive to be- 
lieve that the public in general, or even a substantial part of it, would feel 
that it cannot or should not put pressure on its elected state officials to 
effectuate changes it wants in the educational system, if it is that particular 
legislator who is to appropriate the money which will eventually come down to the 
local school system. I submit that this will occur no matter what types of 
safeguards, boards or other changes are made. This fact alone creates an impetus 
to centralization of control together with centralization of financing. 

Teachers and educators in large numbers, both within and outside the school system, 
are convinced that a good education requires a great deal of experimentation with 
new practices and thus a much wider latitude of individual decision-making on the 
part of those who are in actual contact with the children. There is a great deal 
of misunderstanding today about the merits of some of the methods of teaching that 
have come out of this process, but there is little question that with the rapid 
change taking place in the world today, this experimentation must be an ongoing thing 
in order that our educational system remain an effective dynamic force. Where 
teachers have a great deal of individual decision-making in the classroom, as 
opposed to those who are under close direction from a hierarchy above, the quality 
of education is generally found to be markedly superior. 

Another major reason for support of local control is a desire to retain the compar- 
ative simplicity of smaller organizations. With the tremendous population growth 
that we have had and the increasing complexity of education, our school systems 
are having to face all the organizational problems which are generally associated 
with large bureaucracies. 

The battle between those who have favored local control on specific issues and those 
who have State or Federal control on other issues has been with us for a long time5. 

5See, for example, the articles in the following two sources: Governing Education, 
Ibid; Education and Social Police: Local Control of Education, edited by C. W. 
Bowers, Ian Housego and Doris Dyke, Random House 1970. 
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In Maryland the growth of State minimum standards and specific content by the 
State Board of Education is history. This increasing control by the State 
Department of Education has certainly coincided with increased State expenditures. 
The lesson to be learned is not that control inevitably follows the money, but 
that in a debate already underway as to where the power should lie as to par- 
ticular issues in public education, the source of financing is a strong additional 
lever for those who favor State control to use in gaining the upper hand. 

It may be that no one can "prove" loss of local control with centralized financing. 
The evidence however points in that direction, and the burden is upon those who 
would replace the present system to show that its successor will indeed provide 
real local control where it counts. Maryland should not become the guinea pig 
to try out the hypothesis of a few national educators. 

What is needed is a period of intense study of the various power relationships in 
Maryland so we can openly and candidly discuss the issues of local control. We do 
not fully understand what we have now. Experience with community boards in Mary- 
land, despite the analogy by the majority, was not successful in the past. Lay 
participation at the state level (Recommendations 18 and 19) cannot be really 
effective. The creation of more equal opportunity through a formula such as I pro- 
pose is the only way to assure that the alternatives of meeting the local control 
issue are still available when the evidence is in. 

The Role of Local Government in Maryland 

To help pay the tremendous cost of a full state-funded program with a per-pupil 
expenditure equal to Montgomery County, the report recommends that the State 
assume the local income surtax. 

I submit that such a step would not only stifle the growth of responsiveness and 
decision-making on the local level, but result in the near demise of local govern- 
ment in Maryland; 

It is ironic indeed that this recommendation comes from a commission which recent- 
ly concluded studies of ways to strengthen local government in Maryland and gen- 
erally recommended the adoption of Home Rule for all counties. 

Not only is the income tax one of the most equitable methods of taxation, it is 
also a growth tax. Without it, local government in Maryland will of necessity 
be financed largely by inequitable taxes with a base unrelated to the problems 
local government has to solve. I fail to understand the basis for the statements 
in the report critical of the surtax power. Certainly it would be more equitable 
if the Maryland income tax were more graduated (which I favor) but even as is, 
it is more equitable than the property tax. 

It is difficult to see what alternatives the State could-use to raise the extra 
funds needed to support a fully state-funded program. And, if other taxes were 
increased to pay for the program without taking away the local piggy-back tax, 
there is a real possibility that at least some of the local sub-divisions would 
not reduce local taxes by the amount of the burden assumed by the State, but 
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u^e. these funds for new or increased expenditures in fields other than education. 
To say that such a result would raise the taxpayers' ire is probably an under- 
statement. 

It should be recognized that much of the pressure for state funding comes not from 
those who seek more'dquity in financing, but from local governments faced with 
spiraling costs and limited means. This problem is real but its solution would 
best lie, absent any additional Federal aid, through an increase in State aid 
for education coupled with a more graduated income tax to support it. The latter 
would also provide more revenue to local government through the piggy-back tax. 

Irrevocable Choice 

If the majority recommendation were adopted there would be no turning back for 
Maryland. Local taxing power would be severely curtailed. It would be practically 
impossible ever to return to a system where any substantial portion of educational 
funds were derived from locally imposed taxes. 

On the other hand, if my alternative proposal were adopted now, we still would have 
the choice either of further variations of a combined local/state funding arrange- 
ment or of going to full state funding if an equalization formula proved unworkable 
or unsatisfactory in the future. 

The significance of this is even more apparent when we realize that the majority 
proposes that the full state funding program be phased in over three years. Dur- 
ing the same three years we could have been phasing in the alternative solution I 
suggest with substantially the same results in terms of dollars to particular 
sub-divisions in the State as the phasing in of a full state-funded program. 
Indeed, I suspect that the result for these three years would be much more equit- 
able in terms of transferring dollars to the sub-divisions who are now trying the 
hardest but who have the least wealth and the largest number of problems. 

I am especially unenthusiastic about accepting a proposal for state funding when, 
as the majority points out, we have no precise evidence as to the effectiveness of 
present programs. We also have had no in-depth study or discussion of the local 
control problem. It is a cure with rather serious potential side-effects not yet 
fully explored. 

4. Other Major Reasons 

a. if the reasoning of the majority is examined carefully, it appears that the only 
substantial reason for proposing full state funding as opposed to an equalization 
program is that it would be extremely unlikely for a true equalization program to 
come out of the legislative melee unscathed. 

That argument overlooks several points: 
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1. The courts are moving quickly toward a requirement that each state support its 
educational system in such a way that the level of expenditure is not determined 
by the level of local wealth in the separate sub-divisions of the state. Thus 
we can reasonably expect that the courts will protect the public from inequitable 
treatment by their legislators. 

2. There is considerably more public support for and understanding of the equity 
issue today than in the past. 

3. The dangers are the same under full state funding as in equalization. There 
will always be pressure for special programs applicable to a limited number (the 
report itself proposed several)--the disadvantaged, the large cities, or the wealthy. 
We end up with the same issues and the same power blocks. 

b. Equal dollars expended to not result in equal opportunity. Many intangible 
factors, even including such things as stability of the teaching staff, have an 
effect. More importantly, the research done by consultants and our staff shows that 
the data is not available from which to draw any real conclusions as to how well 
Maryland's sub-divisions are doing with the funds they have now. As the report 
on Maryland's system made for this Commission states: 

-"...it is impossible for the state or the counties to rationally consider questions 
of equality of educational opportunity. The existing weak information system would 
seem to preclude effective management of the educational system by the state or the 
county."o 

That same report also asserts that: 

-"The state may not in good conscience continue to allocate resources as though each 
school within the state were identical to every other school in the state."7 

Under these circumstances, I submit that full state funding is a case of overskill. 

AN EQUALIZATION FORMULA 

As the report documents, the formula now in effect does not achieve anything resem- 
bling true equalization. 

However, when that formula is analyzed, it is the minimum guarantees and the com- 
plicated criteria as to numbers and salaries of teachers which cause the unaccept- 
able inequities to arise. The Commission failed to give reasonable consideration 
in its research and report to methods of improving or revising the formula to do 
away with these inequities. The report dismissed the Hughes Commission formula 

6Equality of Educational Opportunity in Maryland: A Status Report, September 1971, 
by the National Committee for the Support of the Public Schools, p. 13. 

7Ibid, p. 34 
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similarly. The recent work by Coons, Clune and Sugarman8 is probably the best 
published analysis of the problems of equalization formulas as used in the various 
states. They clearly show how to draft any number of alternative formulas which 
could have the result that all the Commission members agree we should have in 
Maryland. The work in connection with the State of Utah is particularly enlighten- 
ing. 

Moreover, this book raises the very interesting possibility of relating state aid 
to effort by the local sub-divisions. Thus, the authors contemplate that a local 
sub-division which taxed itself heavily in relation to the real property wealth 
and per capita income of its citizens could obtain increased aid from the state 
relative to its effort in helping itself. While the mechanics of working out such 
a formula are difficult, I feel that a variation on their scheme would be one of 
the best means of devising an equalization plan. 

To remedy one of the problems inherent in the Coons, Clune and Sugarman approach, 
the State should set a minimum level of tax effort required of each sub-division for 
educational purposes. That should be set at a level no greater than the level 
of the sub-division making the least effort today. The state would then pay the 
difference between the amount raised locally by such effort and the established 
uniform per-pupil level. Additional state aid would be made available to favor the 
sub-divisions that have the highest overall tax burden in relation to their means. 
No greater disparity between the highest and lowest sub-division of more than 15% 
should be permitted; the State would thus also set a maximum amount a local sub- 
division could add to the formula figure. The new formula could be phased-in over 
a three to five year period. 

The incentive to the local sub-division is clear. The competitive nature of our 
present system is retained. The tax system of the State does not have to be com- 
pletely revamped. The other reforms suggested in the report would generally still 
benefit the operation of my proposed system. The local sub-divisions would be 
free to choose, within the limitations now or hereafter set by State law, which 
taxes they wanted to use to raise the money required by the minimum rule. This 
is important since some counties might want to rely more heavily on a real estate 
tax (for example, Worcester County) and other counties might want to rely more 
heavily on the piggy-back income tax. This is possible since we are defining 
effort in terms of burden and not in terms of a specific minimum tax levy such as 
others have suggested from time to time. 

I invite further discussion and comment On this proposal and variations thereof 
for I strongly feel that a proper equalization formula is far superior to a fully 
state-funded system. 

K. King Burnett 

I concur with the dissenting statement. 

Milton H. Miller 

o 
Private Wealth and Public Education, Coons, Clune and Sugarman, Harvard Press, 1970. 
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DISPARITIES IN EDUCATION OPPORTUNITIES WITHIN AND AMONG FIVE MARYLAND COUNTIES 

In order to examine the education opportunities available to children in Maryland 
at the present time, it is useful to examine a few counties more closely. In the 
five-county examination it is possible to explore questions related to education 
accomplishments—or the results of the present structure—as well as the quality 
of education services provided in each county. 

The five counties chosen for closer examination include Montgomery, Baltimore, 
Prince George's, Calvert and Baltimore City. These counties were chosen in part 
because information was more accessible in them than in other counties, and in 
part because they represent a good cross-section of the State. Metropolitan, 
inner-city Baltimore and rural Maryland are represented. Heavily populated and 
sparsely populated areas are included; there is a great variation in wealth among 
the five counties. Some of the basic contrasts among the five counties may be 
reviewed in Table 1. It is obvious that there are great disparities among the 
counties with regard to their ability to provide quality education, the relative 
needs of their students, and their present level of tax effort. Given the gross 
disparities apparent in these few descriptive statistics, one would anticipate 
that schools in each county would differ in the degree to which their students 
succeeded in mastering reading and arithmetic skills. 

It would be helpful if one could examine the allocation of resources among the 
schools in each county. Unfortunately, the State has traditionally collected 
only that school-by-school data which was necessary for certification and salary 
administration. Little information about allocation of education services on 
a school-by-school basis is available at the State or county level. Only two 
counties contacted in this study were able to provide information about the re- 
sources available for the operation" of the instructional program at the building 
level. Consequently, as we try to examine intra-county expenditures, we find we 
have much data available about the teachers, but little about other instructional 
costs. 

The State and the counties are more systematic about collection of achievement 
data on a school-by-school basis. However, in gathering data for the study it 
was apparent that there is very little coordination among the counties with 
regard to the type of test given, the times at which students are tested, or the 
way in which scores are reported. In several counties, the scores are not reported 
at all, except as individual scores returned to individual students. Of the five 
counties included in this study, only Baltimore City has a policy of publishing 
achievement test results on a building-by-building basis; Prince George's County 
intends to do so at a future date. 

Apart from systematic collection and analysis of information about education re- 
sources and student achievement on a school-by-school basis, it is impossible for 
the State or the counties to rationally consider questions of equality of education- 
al opportunity. The existing weak information system would seem to preclude 
effective management of the education system by the State or the county. 

It is possible to examine education accomplishment in five counties. In order 
to achieve some comparability among the variety of tests and procedures used by 
these counties, we proceeded as follows. The range of possible tests was reduced 
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TABLE 1 

WEALTH, TAX EFFORT, PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL CHILDREN FROM LOW INCOME FAMILIES, 
AND PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES AMONG FIVE MARYLAND COUNTIES. 

Percentage of 
School Children 
from Low Income   Per Pupil 

Wealth Per Pupil   Tax Effort      Families1        Expenditure. 
County        (rank in state)   (rank in state)   (rank in state)   (rank in state) 

STATE $20,926 $2.43 $712.33 

Montgomery $30,349 (1) $2.28 (12) 1.5 (23) $876.40 (1) 

Baltimore $26,024 (2) $2.38 (9) 3.0 (22) $726.13 (2) 

Pr. George's $20,290 (8) $2.68 (2) 9.0 (17) $724.88 (3) 

City $17,697 (13) $2.59 (4) 26.6 (6) $717.26 (4) 

Calvert $13,357 (21) $2.26 (13) 35.9 (1) $583.91 (19) 

Estimates only were available for Somerset County and it is not included in this 
ranking 
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to reading and arithmetic. These are two central areas of academic achieve- 
ment where achievement is most important for the student and more easily measured 
through standardized tests. Instead of reporting scores as such, we are concerned 
with the occurrence of low achievement as evidence of inequality of educational 
opportunity. The results are therefore treated somewhat differently than when 
simply describing scores alone. Three segments of the school program were select- 
ed for analysis: the primary grades, the middle grades and the secondary grades. 
We attempted to standardize data collection by selecting third, seventh and 
tenth grades. Where data was not available for these grades, we used adjacent 
grades. 

Table 2 displays a summary of education accomplishment in the five counties. The 
accomplishment data for Montgomery County, Baltimore County, and Calvert County 
are presently negative—the lower the percentage the higher the education 
accomplishment within schools of the county. One can interpret the date pos- 
itively: 86% of the Baltimore County schools are succeeding in reading; 
46% of the schools in Calvert County are succeeding. 

It is unfortunate that data for Baltimore City and Prince George's County are 
reported in a form that makes it difficult to compare the five counties on a 
single scale. In these two counties, schools were considered to be performing 
below the national norm if the average percentile score for a grade level in 
the school was less than .50 on standardized tests. Montgomery, Baltimore, and 
Calvert Counties were considered to be performing below the national norm if 
more than 23% of the students in a grade level scored below the 23rd percentile 
on a standardized test. It would be extremely unlikely, but theoretically possible, 
for a school to be above the 50th percentile even though 23% of its students 
were below the 23rd percentile (e.g. the other students could be at the 90th 
percentile). Conversely, it would be possible, but not likely, for a school to 
be below the 50th percentile and not have 23% of its students below the 23rd 
percentile (e.g. all students in the school could be at the 40th percentile). 

One may, then, choose to interpret the two measures as though they are similar, 
or more conservatively, analyze the two sets of data separately. 

Whichever interpretation is used, it is clear that disparities in education 
accomplishment vary greatly among the counties. Over half of the schools in 
Prince George's County are performing better than the national norms, while 
fewer than 10% of the schools in Baltimore City can match this level of per- 
formance. The chances of a student attending a school characterized as per- 
forming adequately appear to be extremely slight in Baltimore City, about-even 
(50-50) in Calvert and Prince George's, and very good in Montgomery County and 
Baltimore County. These disparities are enormous and clearly indicate that 
equality of education opportunity, as defined by actual education accomplishments 
of students, is not a characteristic of the present system of education in Maryland. 

Education Accomplishment in Baltimore City 

As was illustrated in Table 2» education in Baltimore City presents a special 
challenge to the State of Maryland. There is little education accomplishment to 
report: the education accomplishment of the elementary schools is at the 23rd 
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TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF EDUCATION ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN FIVE MARYLAND COUNTIES 

2 2 
% of Schools Below % of Schools Below 

^ National Norm in National Norm in 
County       N   Grades Studied       Reading Arithmetic 

Montgomery 170 3,7,11 32 26 

Baltimore 132 3,7,10 14 21 

Calvert 12 3,(5),8 54 55 

Pr.George's 196 (3),5,8,10 43 35 

City 170 3,7,9 94 87 

1 
N • number of schools for which achievement data were collected 

For Baltimore City and Prince George's County, schools were considered to 
be performing below the national norm if the average percentile score for 
a grade level in that school was less than .50 
For Baltimore County, Calvert County, and Montgomery County, schools were 
considered to be performing below the national norm if more than 23% of 
the students in a grade level in that school scored below the 23rd percentile 
on the test. 
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percentile; education accomplishment at the junior high schools at the 28th 
percentile, education accomplishment at the high school level is at the 32nd 
percentile. These data mean that the average student in Baltimore City achieves 
at a level substantially below the national norm for his grade level. These 
data do not mean that no individual children are achieving above national norms; 
the data do indicate that the school system is failing most children and that the 
magnitude of failure is difficult to fully appreciate. 

To examine the status of education in Baltimore City more closely, one may ex- 
amine Table 3. For ease of interpretation, this table provides information about 
the elementary schools only. Similar information for junior high schools and 
high schools follows. 

It is clear that the education resources of Baltimore City—at least those meas- 
ured in gross terms such as the number of teachers with a masters degree in each 
school—are distributed with almost mathematical exactness through the city. 
It is equally clear that education accomplishment, while deplorably low in general 
is lowest in schools with a high percentage of children from low income homes. 
Section II' of Table 3 reveals that education accomplishment decreases as pov- 
erty increases. 

It has been argued that the inequalities of educational opportunities within 
certain school systems is the result of systematic disparities in the allocation 
of resources and subsequent education services.l Data reported in Table 3 are 
not sufficient to invalidate this argument, but the data do not support the 
argument.  it appears that within the city the teacher assignment policies have 
resulted in a distribution of teachers that is equitable: the teachers in schools 
with a high percentage of students from low income families are equally as 
qualified as those in schools with few children from low income families. 

In Baltimore City there appear to be two principal causes for continuing in- 
equalities in education opportunities. First, the magnitude of the problem 
of education in an area characterized as high in "education overburden" and 
"municipal overburden", and the apparent failure of the State to intervene by 
departing from its traditional system of financing education. Second, 
the apparent inability of the city system to allocate its admittedly limited 
resources in a manner that recognizes the strong relationship between poverty 
and education failure. 

In the landmark Hobson v. Hanson case. Federal Judge Skelly Wright ruled that 
per-pupil education expenditures were vastly unequal within the District of Col- 
umbia and required a program involving substantial teacher transfers to alleviate 
the disparities. 

2Data available for this study of 5 counties do not include education expenditures 
for materials, supplies, pupil personnel services, or administrative services. 

119 



TABLE 3 

READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN BALTIMORE CITY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

I. ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve- 
ment 
Levels * 

Poverty 
Level ** 
(Avg.) 

Average 
Teacher 
Salary 

Teachers 
with Masters 
degree 

Teachers 
Without 
Certification 

Teachers 
with less 
than 3 yrs 
experience 

N 

1 (Low) 

2 

41.3% 

26.8% 

$ 9693 

$ 9568 

23 % 

22 % 

3.0 % 

4.0 % 

27 % 

30 % 

53 

32 

18.7% $ 9586 23 % 5.0 % 28 % 22 

4 (High) 4.3% $ 9639 23 % 7.0 % 30 % 38 

* D£finition of Levels: 
.01 - .11 average percentile 
.12 - .18 average percentile 
.19 - .25 average percentile 
.26 + average percentile 

145 TOTAL 

mean score •» .24 

** Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 

II. READING ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve- 
ment 
Levels * 

Poverty 
Level ** 
(Avg) 

Average 
Teacher 
Salary 

Teachers 
with Masters 
degrees 

Teachers 
without 
Certification 

Teachers 
with less 
than 3 yrs 
experience 

N 

1 (Low) 35.0 % $ 9621 21 % 2.0 % 27 % 40 

2 37.3 % $ 9663 22% 4.0 % 27 % 39 

3 19.2 % $ 9536 22% 5.0 % 31 % 32 

4 (High) 4.4 % $ 9693 23% 7.0 % 30 % 34 

•k Defj 
1 
2 
3 
4 

inition 
.01 
.14 
.17 
.24 

o 

+ 

: Levels: 
.13 average percentile 
.16 average percentile 
.23 average percentile 

average percentile mean sc 

145 

ore = .22 

TOTAL 

** Percent children from low income families residing in school area 
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READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN BALTIMORE CITY JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment      Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience 

1 (Low) 39.3% $10,163 28% 

2 24.2% $ 9,660 27% 

3 3.7% $ 9,721 29% 

4 (High) 0.0% $ 9,687 24% 

25% 

41% 

33% 

33% 

0.0% 

0.2% 

1.0% 

1.75% 

7 

5 

6 

4 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. .01 - .20 average percentile 
2. .21 - .26 average percentile 
3. .27 - .34 average percentile 
4. .35 +     average percentile 

mean score = .27 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 

READING ACHfEVEMENT 

22 TOTAL 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with 
ment       Level**   Teacher's Masters 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree 

Teachers with   Teachers without 
Less than 3 Yrs. Certificate 
Experience N 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

43.3% 

28.9% 

6.0% 

0.0% 

$10,030 

$ 9,970 

$ 9,631 

$ 9,797 

30% 

25% 

27% 

26% 

25% 

33% 

36% 

33% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

1.6% 

0.5% 

4 

7 

7 

4 

21 TOTAL 

*Definiti6n of Levels: 

1. .01 - .21 average percentile 
2. .22 - .26 average percentile 
3. .27 - .31 average percentile 
4. .32 +    average percentile 

mean score = .28 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 
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READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN BALTIMORE CITY HIGH SCHOOLS 

ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
iiient      Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels* (Avg.) Salary Degree Experience N 

1 (Low) 43.5% $10,318 

2 25.1% $10,026 

3 14.9% $11,174 

4 (High) 0.0% $10,382 

* Definition of Levels: 

25% 

29% 

30% 

33% 

25% 

32% 

32% 

27% 

0.5% 

0.12% 

0.75% 

0.78% 

6 

8 

8 

9 

31 TOTAL 

1. .01 - .12 average percentile 
2. .13 - .24 average percentile 
3. .25 - .30 average percentile 
4. .31 +    average percentile 

Mean score = .30 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 

READING ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment      Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience N 

1 (Low) 37.3% $10,350 

2 25.2% $ 8,755 

3 5.5% $ 9,862 

4 (High) 0.0% $10,52Q 

27% 

27% 

37% 

37% 

26% 

32% 

25% 

25% 

0.3% 

0.25% 

0.3% 

0.3% 

9 

8 

8 

6 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. .01 - .21 average percentile 
2. .22 - .31 average percentile 
3. .32 - .40 average percentile 
4. .41 +    average percentile 

31 TOTAL 

Mean score = .32 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 
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SECTION II - TABLE 3 

BALTIMORE CITY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS—ACHIEVEMENT AND STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Reading  Arith. 
Poverty  Achieve- vAchieve- 
Level *  ment     ment 

(Avg.)   (Avg.) 

Teachers 
Average  with 
Teacher  Masters 
Salary   Degrees 

Teachers 
without 
Certification 

Teachers 
with less 
than 3 yrs 
experience 

LOW .30 .36 $9,336 23% 13% 28 % 64 

MED. .15 ,15 $9,992 21% 3% 30 % 51 

HIGH .15 .13 $9,768 23% 2% 27 % 30 

145 TOTAL 

* Definition of Levels 
LOW:  Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 

(i.e. their concentration of children from low-income 
families is less than the county average: 26.6%) 

MED.: Schools that qualify for Title I but have less than 50% 
concentration of children from low-income families 

HIGH: Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater than 
50% concentration of children from low-income families 
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BALTIMORE CITY 

Junior High Schools 

Poverty Reading Arith. Average Teachers Teachers Teachers 
Level* Achieve- Achieve- Teacher's with with less without 

ment ment Salary Masters than 3 yrs. Certificate  N 
(Avg.) (Avg.) Degree Experience 

LOW .31 .31 $ 9,706 27% 33% 0.9% 12 

MED. .25 .25 $ 9,737 27% 38% 0.5% 6 

HIGH .20 .17 $10,406 26% 22% 0.0% 4 

22 TOTAL 

*Definition of Levels: 

LOW: Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 26.6%) 

MED.: Schools that qualify for Title I but have less than 
45% concentration of concentration of children from 
low-income families 

HIGH:     Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 45% concentration of children from low-income 
families 
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BALTIMORE CITY 

High School s 

Poverty 
Level* 

Reading 
Achieve- 
ment 
(Avg.) 

Arith. 
Achieve- 
ment 
(Avg.) 

Average 
Teacher's 
Salary 

Teachers 
with 
Masters 
Degree 

Teachers 
with less 
than 3 yrs. 
Experience 

Teachers 
without 
Certificate N 

LOW .41 .37 $10,077 31% 30% 0.7% 16 

MED. .22 .16 $10,211 30% 31% 0.3% 10 

HIGH .19 .14 $10,327 24% 24% 0.6% 5 

31 TOTAL 

*Definition of Levels: 

LOW: Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 26.6%) 

MED. Schools that qualify for Title I but have less 
than 45% concentration of children from low-income 
families 

HIGH:     Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 45% concentration of children from low-income 
families 
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Education Accomplishment in Prince George's County 

Achievement data for the elementary schools in Prince George's County are presented 
in Table 4. In contrast with Baltimore City, nearly half of the schools in Prince 
George's County report student accomplishment at or above national norms. 

As in Baltimore City, few disparities are apparent in the allocation of profession- 
al personnel among schools in the county (i.e., when schools are grouped according 
to achievement and number of low income children, it appears that they benefit from 
equally professional teachers). In marked contrast to Baltimore City, however, 
is the observation that the number of students from low income families is not an 
equally good predictor of education accomplishment of a school in Prince George's 
County. As resources are distributed equitably, an explanation is in order. Such 
an explanation would be facilitated if the State had developed an information 
system which permitted it to examine the inputs (including student characteristics, 
teacher and material resources) and outcomes (student achievement) in each schcol. 
Such information would permit informed speculation about the phenomena reported 
here, as well as improved management of the education system. Apart from an 
effective information system one can only speculate that the relatively low in- 
cidence of children from low income families in Prince George's County accounts 
for the independent relationship between achievement and the number of low in- 
come children in the school. 

Education Accomplishment in Montgomery County 

A few schools in Baltimore City, and about half of the schools in Prince George's 
County provide an education program that results in their students achieving at or 
above national norms. In Montgomery County about 80% of the schools may be char- 
acterized as achieving schools, and less than 20% as low achieving schools. At 
no grade level or subject matter tested were more than 20% of the schools char- 
acterized as low achieving. Stated positively, the education program provided 
in Montgomery County appears to be successful in eighty-five% of the schools. 

Salaries are about $1,000 higher in Montgomery County and there are many teachers 
with masters degrees. However, the average teacher salary does not vary system- 
atically with the achievement of children within a school. Nor does there appear 
to be any significant disparity in the allocation of new teachers or teachers 
without full certification. 

In Montgomery County, as in Baltimore City, education accomplishment seems to be 
associated with the number of children from low income families in the school. 
Even where the percentage of low income children is very low, "high poverty" 
schools are associated with low achievement. Examination of junior high and 
high school achievement and elementary achievement (Tables) as related to pov- 
erty level suggests the conclusion that it is only those schools in Montgomery 
County which have a sizeable percentage of children from low income families 
that are characterized as low achievement schools. 
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TABLE 4 

READING AND ARITHMETIC SCORES, TEACHER'S CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

I. ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve- 
ment 
Levels * 

Poverty 
Level ** 
(Avg.) 

Average 
Teacher 
Salary 

Teachers 
w/Masters 
degree. 

Teachers 
without 
Certification 

Teachers 
with less 
than 3 yrs 
experience N 

1 (Low) 6.9% $9,467 14% 5.0% 33% 39 

2 7.2% $9,257 13% 0.0% 39% 42 

3 5.6% $9,308 15% 0.1% 40% 35 

4 (High) 3.8% $9,322 13% 0.0% 40% 36 

* Definition of Levels: 
percentile 
percentile 
percentile 
percentile average score = .56 

152  TOTAL 

1 
2 
3 
4 

:   .01 - 
:   .42 - 
:   .55 - 
:   .60 + 

.41 average 

.54 average 

.50 average 
average 

** P< jrcent children from low-income families residing.in school area 

II.  READI1 JG ACHIEVEMENT 
Teachers 

Achieve- 
ment 
Levels * 

Poverty 
Level ** 
(Avg.) 

5.13% 

Average 
Teacher 
Salary 

Teachers 
w/Masters 
Degree 

Teachers 
without 
Certification 

with less 
than 3 yrs 
exuerience N- 

1 (Low) $9,475 14% 0.4% 30% 30 

2 10.4% $9,375 14% 0.1% 38% 31 

3 3.4% $9,379 15% 0.0% 39% 34 

4 (High) 6.0% $9,326 14% 0.2% 40% 26 

* D€ sfinition of Levels: 
percentile 
percentile 
percentile 
percentile averaee score = .35 

121 TOTAL 

1: 
2: 
3: 
4: 

.01 - 

.41 - 

.48 - 

.57 + 

.40 average 

.47 average 

.56 average 
average 

** Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 
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READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES..TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTISTICS IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 
ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Avfcjage   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment       Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience N 

1 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

0.9% 

3.7% 

3.0% 

4.7% 

$ 9,583 

$ 9,571 

$ 9,399 

$ 9,573 

20% 

17% 

15% 

19% 

39% 

42% 

43% 

33% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

8 

7 

10 

8 

33 TOTAL 

* Definition of Levels: 

1. .01 - .40 average percentile 
2. .41 - .50 average percentile 
3. .51 - .58 average percentile 
4. .59 + average percentile 

Average score = .50 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 

READING ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment       Level**   Teacher's Masters Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience 

1   (Low) 

2 

3 

4   (High) 

0.0% 

6.1% 

5.7% 

1.4% 

$ 9,944 

$ 9,572 

$ 9,321 

$ 9,500 

23% 

21% 

13% 

17% 

41% 

39% 

42% 

38% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

6 
6 

7 

7 

13 

33 TOTAL 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. .01 - .37 average percentile 
2. .38 - .42 average percentile 
3. .43 - .47 average percentile 
4. .48 + average percentile 

Average score = .46 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 
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READING ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 
IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY HIGH SCHOOLS 

READING ACHIEVEMENT *** 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment      Level**   Teachers  Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience N 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

0.0% 

0.0% 

7.0% 

1.7% 

$ 9,477 22% 

$ 9,621 26% 

$10,464 38% 

$10,657 32% 

42% 

38% 

25% 

28% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

5 

4 

2 

4 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. .01 - .56 average percentile 
2. .57 - .70 average percentile 
3. .71 - .72 average percentile 
4. .73 + average percentile 

Average score = .64 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 

***No Arithmetic Achievement Scores available 

15 TOTAL 
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SECTION II - TABLE 4 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS ACHIEVEMENT AND STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Poverty 
Level * 

Reading 
Achieve- 
ment 
(AVR.) 

Arith. 
Achieve- 
ment 
(AVR.) 

Average 
Teacher 
Salary 

Teachers 
with 
Masters 
Degree 

Teachers 
without 
Certification 

Teachers 
with less 
than 3 yrs 
Experience N 

LOW .39 .51 $9,271 15% 0.1% 39% 110 

MFD .39 .46 $9,590 13% 0.5% 38% 18 

HIGH .40 .48 $9,460 15% 0.1% 36% 20 

148 TOTAL 

* Definition of Levels: 

LOW: Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e. their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 9.0%) 

MED.:  Schools that qualify for Title I but have less than 
19% concentration of children from low-income families 

HIGH:  Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater than 
19% concentration of children from low-income families 

130 



PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

Junior High Schools 

Poverty 
Level* 

Reading 
Achieve- 
ment 
(Avg.) 

Arith. 
Achieve- 
ment 
(Avg.) 

Average 
Teacher's 
Salary 

Teachers 
with 
Masters 
Degree 

Teachers 
with less 
than 3 yrs. 
Experience 

Teachers 
without 
Certificate    N 

LOW 

HIGH 

.46 

.45 

.50 

.51 

$9,152 

$9,555 

19% 

16% 

39% 

38% 

0% 

0% 

26 

7 

33 TOTAL 

*Definition of Levels: 

LOW: 

HIGH: 

Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 9.0% 

Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 1% concentration of children from low-income 
families. 
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TABLE 5 

READING AND ARITHMETIC SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

I. ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE-   POVERTY   AVERAGE   TEACHERS WITH  TEACHERS WITHOUT  TEACHERS WITH 
MENT       LEVEL**   TEACHER'S MASTERS        CERTIFICATE       LESS THAN 3YRS.  N 
LEVELS*    (Avg.)    SALARY    DEGREE EXPERIENCE 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

10.3% 

2.5% 

3.2% 

0.6% 

$10,547 

$10,270 

$10,846 

$11,041 

^DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

1. 27%+scored below .23 
2. 16-26% scored below .23 
3. 8-15% scored below .23 
4. 0-7% scored below .23 

30% 

33% 

33% 

29% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.09% 

29% 28 

30% 30 

35% 35 

35% 33 

**Percent children from low-income 
families, residing in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 = 17% 

II. READING ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE-   POVERTY   AVERAGE   TEACHERS WITH  TEACHERS WITHOUT  TEACHERS WITH 
MENT       LEVEL**   TEACHER'S MASTERS        CERTIFICATE       LESS THAN 3 YRS.  N 
LEVELS*    (Avg.)    SALARY    DEGREE EXPERIENCE 

1 (low) 3.8% $10,398 

2 1.6% $10,629 

3 0.6% $10,771 

4 (High) 0.0% $11,154 

*DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

1. 26%+ scored below .23 
2. 16-25% scored below .23 
3. 10-15% scored below .23 
4. 0-9% scored below .23 

31% 

30% 

35% 

27% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.02% 

0.0% 

29% 33 

31% 32 

33% 33 

37% 26 

**Percent children from low-income 
families residing in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 = 19% 
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Reading and Arithmetic Achievement Scores, Teacher Characteristics and Student 
Characteristics in Montgomery County Junior High Schools 

ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment       Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience N 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

6.7% 

3.3% 

0.0% 

1.5% 

$ 9,562 

$10,752 

$11,027 

$10,876 

34% 

39% 

39% 

38% 

32% 

33% 

30% 

30% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

7 

7 

5 

8 

27 TOTAL 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. 30 - 46% scored below .23 
2. 21 - 29 % scored below .23 
3. 10 - 20% scored below .23 
4. 0-9%  scored below .23 

Average % scoring below .23 = 20% 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 

READING ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve- 
ment 
Levels* 

Poverty 
Level** 
(Avg.) 

Average 
Teacher's 
Salary 

Teachers with 
Masters 
Degree 

Teachers with   Teachers without 
Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Experience 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

6.7% 

4.7% 

1.5% 

0.0% 

$ 8,273 

$10,544 

$11,078 

$ 9,235 

22% 

43% 

37% 

33% 

25% 

31% 

31% 

25% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

7 

5 

8 

7 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. 26% + scored below .23 
2. 12-25% scored below .23 
3. 9-16% scored below .23 
4. 0-8% scored below .23 

27 TOTAL 

Average % storing below .23 = 17% 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 
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^^^-^^•^^•-^^w^^ 

READING: AND; ARITHMETIC .AHCJEVEMEflT SCORES, TEACHER-CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT CHAR- 
ACTERISTICS IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY HIGH SCHOOLS 

ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-PovertyAverage   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment      Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

11.7% 

3.9% 

0.0% 

5.8% 

$12,070 

$11,276 

$12,979 

$12,320 

31% 

34% 

19% 

25% 

37% 0.0% 2 

29% 0.0% 3 

48% 0.0% 6 

42% 0.0% 6 

17 TOTAL *Definition of Levels; 

1. 39 - 71% scored below .23 
2. 18 - 38% scored below .23 
3. 10 - 17% scored below .23 
4. 0 - 9% scored below .23 

Average % scoring below .23 = 15% 

**Percent children from low- -income families residing in school area 

READING ACHIEVEMENT  " 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment      Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

11.7% 

2.9% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

$12,469 

$12,517 

$12,215 

$12,195 

24% 

24% 

26% 

26% 

39% 

43% 

45% 

39% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

4 

4 

4 

5 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. 20% + scored below .23 
2. 15 - 19% scored below .23 
3. 10 - 14% scored below .23 
4. 0 - 9% scored below .23 

17 TOTAL 

Avera'ge % scoring below .23 = 18% 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 
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SECTION II - TABLE 5 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS ACHIEVEMENT AND STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

READING ARITH. AVERAGE TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS 
POVERTY ACHIEVE- ACHIEVE- TEACHER'S WITH WITHOUT WITH LESS 
LEVEL* MENT MENT SALARY MASTERS CERTIFI- THAN 3 YRS N 

(Avg.) (Avg.) DEGREE CATE EXPERIENCE 

under under 
LOW 15%  .23 

under 

13%  .23 

under 

$10,906 31% 0.03% 34% 96 

MED. 25%  .23 

under 

22% .23 

under 

$10,892 32% 0.4% 31% 13 

HIGH 36% .23 37%  .23 $10,551 33% 0.0% 30% 15 

124 TOTAL 

*DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

LOW:   Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e.^ their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 
1.5%) 

MED.:  Schools that qualify for Title I but have less 
than 10% concentration of children from low-income 
families 

HIGH:   Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 10% concentration of children from low-income 
families 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

Junior High Schools 

Reading Arith. Average Teachers Teachers Teachers 
Poverty Achieve- Achieve- Teacher's with with less without 
Level* ment ment Salary Masters than 3 yrs Certificate 

(Avg.) (Avg.) Degree Experience 

LOW 

HIGH 

under     under 
13%' .23  15%  .23  $10,872 

under 
24%  .23 

under 
28%  .23  $11,297 

40% 

32% 

30% 0% 17 

30% 0% 

*Definition of Levels: 

24 TOTAL 

LOW: Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 1.5%) 

HIGH: Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 1% concentration of children from low-income 
families 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

High Schools 

Reading Arith. Average Teachers Teachers Teachers 
Poverty Achieve- Achieve- Teacher's with with less without 
Level* ment ment Salary Masters than 3 yrs. Certificate 

(Avg.) (Avg.) Degree Experience 
N 

LOW 
under     under 

13%  .23  11%  .23  $12,232 26% 42% 0% 12 

HIGH 
under     under 

30%  .23  24%  .23  $12,595 23% 40% 0% 

17 TOTAL 

*Definition of Levels: 

LOW:      Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 1.5%) 

HIGH: Schools that qualify for Title I and haye greater 
than 1% concentration of children from low-income 
families. 
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Education Accomplishment in Baltimore County 

Baltimore County has the smallest percentage of low achieving schools in our five- 
county study. Examination of Table 6 reveals that the quartile divisions are 
very low--so that "low achievement" schools in Baltimore County would be in the 
high achievement category in Baltimore City. 

As is the case in each county studied, there is little disparity in the allocation 
of quality teachers among the schools to explain their low or high achievement. 
Also, it appears that achievement within schools in Baltimore County is universally 
high except in those schools with a high poverty level. 

The example of Baltimore and Montgomery Counties is further evidence of the pos- 
itive relationship of wealth, expenditures, and education opportunities discussed 
earlier in this section. Both counties provide relatively superior, relatively 
expensive education programs which are not available to less fortunate counties. 

Education Accomplishment in Calvert County 

Calvert County presents a special challenge to the State of Maryland. It is a 
poor county and cannot afford a competitive salary schedule or expensive program 
of education services. Overall, the education accomplishments of the public 
schools of Calvert County is unimpressive: half of the elementary schools are 
those we have characterized as "low achievement" schools. 

The most interesting, and most troubling statistic, is that the eight elementary 
schools may be divided into two groups: those in which achievement is fairly high 
(fewer than eight% of the students scoring below the 23rd percentile) and those 
of low achievement (more than thirty% scoring below the 23rd percentile). Cal- 
vert is a poor county and apparently has little opportunity to provide additional 
resources to those schools in which they are clearly demanded. Educators may well 
be able to suggest programs which would increase the opportunities of children to 
achieve in every school in the county, but given the limited resources of Calvert 
County, such programs, if they involve additional dollars, are largely of academic 
interest. 

As is the case with each of the counties studied, Calvert County treats each 
school equally. It allocates teachers and other resources in an equitable manner 
across the system and may only be faulted for not intervening dramatically in those 
schools where achievement is markedly low. In this regard, Calvert County has 
clearly followed the leadership of the State and other counties. The fiscal 
formulas proposed and sanctioned by the State, combined with the absence of an 
adequate information or quality control system, insures that schools within a 
county will be treated as equals. Unfortunately, when one examines education 
accomplishment in the schools of a county, it is clear that some schools are much 
more equal than others. 
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TABLE 6 

READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN BALTIMORE COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

I, ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE- , POVERTY AVERAGE   TEACHERS WITH    TEACHERS WITHOUT  TEACHERS WITH 
KENT      LEVEL** TEACHER'S MASTERS GERTIFICATE       LESS THAN 3 YRS. 
LEVELS*   (Avg.)  SALARY    DEGREE EXPERIENCE 

1 U-Pw) 6.6% $8804 

2 2.01% $9305 

3 4.8% $8803 

4 (High) .6.5% $9219 

30% 

30% 

39% 

33% 

0.2% 

0.8% 

0.2% 

0.0% 

20% 

21% 

20% 

24% 

N 

25 

22 

19 

30 

*DEFINITI0N OF LEVELS: 

1. 21%+ scored below .23 
2. 14-20% scored below .23 
3. 8-13% scored below .23 
4. 0-7% scored below .23 

**Percent children from low-income families 
residing in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 = 14% 

II. READING ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE-  POVERTY AVERAGE   TEACHERS WITH    TEACHERS WITHOUT  TEACHERS WITH 
KENT      LEVEL** TEACHER'S MASTERS CERTIFICATE       LESS THAN 3 YRS'.   N 
LEVELS*    (Avg.)   SALARY    'DEGREE EXPERIENCE 

1 (Low) 8.9% $8934 

2 2.4% $9142 

3 3.7 $8946 

4 (High) 0.8% $9208 

32% 

32% 

35% 

33% 

*DEFINITI0N OF LEVELS: 

1. .21%+ scored below .23 
2. 14-20% scored below .23 
3. 10-13% scored below .23 
4. 1-9% scored below .23 

1.4% 

0.9% 

0.4% 

0.0% 

21% 

19% 

20% 

24% 

19 

20 

20 

37 

**Percent children from low-income families 
residing in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 = 13% 
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READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT CHARACTER- 
ISTICS IN BALTIMORE COUNTY JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE- 
MENT 
LEVELS* 

POVERTY 
LEVEL** 
(avg.) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHER'S 
SALARY 

TEACHERS WITH 
MASTERS 
DEGREE 

TEACHERS 
WITH 
LESS THAN 3 
YRS. EXPER. 

TEACHERS 
WITHOUT 
CERTIF- 
ICATES 

N 

1 (low) 9.5% $ 9,711 40% 26% 0.0% 4 

2 2.2% 9,765 36% 26% 0.0% 5 

3 0.0% 9,898 37% 30% 0.0% 5 

4 (high) 0.0% 10,160 31% 34% 0.0% 6 

* DEFINITION OF LEVELS: *+Percent chi Idren from 20 TOTAL 

1. 21% + scored below .23 
2. 17-20% scored below .23 
3. 9-16% scored below .23 
4. 0-8% scored below .23 

low-income families residing 
in school area 

Average % scoring below .23 + 13% 

READING ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE- POVERTY AVERAGE TEACHERS WITH TEACHERS TEACHERS N 
MENT LEVEL** TEACHER'S MASTERS WITH WITHOUT 
LEVELS* (avg.) SALARY DEGREE LESS THAN 3 

YRS. EXPER. 
CERTIF- 
ICATES 

1 (low) 9.8% 9,174 38% 25% 0.0% 5 

2 0.0% 9,541 41% 27% 0.0% 4 

3 0.0% 10,358 28% 33% 0.0% 5 

4 (high) 0.0% 9,932 36% 31% 0.0% 6 

* DEFINITION OF LEVELS: **Percent chi Idren from low- 
20 TOTAL 

1. 20% + scored below .23 
2. 11-19% scored below .23 
3. 5-10% scored below .23 
4. 0-4% scored below .23 

income families residing in 
school area 

Average % scoring below .23 + 11% 
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READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN BALTIMORE COUNTY HIGH SCHOOLS 

ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with   Teachers with   Teachers without 
ment      Level**   Teacher's Masters        Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree Experience. N 

1 (Low) 

2 

3 

4 (High) 

6.0% 

A. 5% 

0.0% 

2.0% 

$10,133 

$11,012 

$10,640 

$10,233 

30% 

26% 

28% 

29% 

36% 

36% 

40% 

37% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

3 

4 

5 

4 

*Definition of Levels: 
16 TOTAL 

1. ^5% + scored below .23 
2. 19 - 24% scored below .23 
3. 14 - 18 % scored below .23 Average % scoring below .23 = 19% 
4. 0 - 13% scored below .23 

**Percent children from low-income families residing in school area 

READING ACHIEVEMENT 

Achieve-   Poverty   Average   Teachers with 
ment       Level**   Teacher's Masters 
Levels*    (Avg.)    Salary    Degree 

Teachers with   Teachers without 
Less than 3 yrs. Certificate 
Experience 

1 (Low) 9.7% $ 9,971 34% 

2 1.6% $11,024 23% 

3 2.0% $10,186 34% 

4 (High) 0.0% $10,701 25% 

35% 

39% 

36% 

39% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

3 

5 

A 

4 

*Definition of Levels: 

1. 23% + scored below .23 
2. 17 - 22% scored below .23 
3. 12 - 16% scored below .23 
4. 0 - 11% scored below .23 

16 TOTAL 

Average % scoring below .23 = 18% 

**Percent children from low-income families residing, in school area 
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SECTION II - TABLE 6 

BALTIMORE COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS ACHIEVEMENT AND STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

READING ARITH. AVERAGE TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS 
POVERTY ACHIEVE- ACHIEVE- TEACHER'S WITH WITHOUT WITH LESS THAN N 
LEVEL* MENT MENT SALARY MASTERS CERTIFICATE 3 YRS 

(Avg.) (Avg.) DEGREE EXPERIENCE 

under under 
LOW 8% .23 

under 

9%  .23 

under 

$9173 34% 0.3% 23% 58 

MED 16% .23 

under 

22%  .23 

under 

$8920 34% 0.5% 20% 25 

HIGH 22%  .23 22%  .23 . $8806 32% 0.0% 15% 14 

•DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

LOW:   Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 3.0%) 

MED.:  Schools that qualify for Title I but have less than 
10% concentration of children from low-income 
families. 

HIGH:  Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 10% concentration of children from low-income 
families. 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

Junior High Schools 

Reading Arith. Average Teachers Teachers Teachers 
Poverty Achieve- Achieve- Teacher's with with less without 
Level* ment ment Salary Masters than 3 yrs. Certificate N 

(Avg.) (Avg.) Degree Experience 

LOW 
under     under 

8% .23  11% .23  $ 9,901 35% 31% 0% 15 

HIGH 
under     under 

22%  .23  24%  .23  $ 9,714 38% 25% 0% 

*Definition of Levels: 

20 TOTAL 

LOW: Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 3.0%) 

HIGH: Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 1% concentration of children from low-income 
families. 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

High Schools 

Reading Arith. Average Teachers Teachers Teachers 
Poverty Achieve- Achieve- Teacher's with with less without 
Level* ment ment Salary Masters than 3 yrs. Certificate 

(Avg.) (Avg.) Degree Experience 

LOW 
under     under 

14%  .23  17%  .23  $10,898 24% 40% 0% 11 

HIGH 
under     under 

25%  .23  27%  .23  $ 9,741 37% 32% 0% 

16 TOTAL 

*Definition of Levels; 

LOW: Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 3.0%) 

HIGH: Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 1% concentration of children from low-income 
families. 
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TABLE 7 

READING AND ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS IN CALVERT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

I. ARITHMETIC ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE-  POVERTY AVERAGE   TEACHERS WITH    TEACHERS WITHOUT  TEACHERS WITH 
MENT      LEVEL** TEACHER'S MASTERS CERTIFICATE       LESS THAN 3 YRS.  N 
LEVELS*    (Avg.)   SALARY    DEGREE EXPERIENCE 

1 (Low)   19.2%   $8570 

2 50.4%   $8589 

3 0.0%   $8323 

4 (High)  16.3%   $9414 

* DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

27.8% 

22.0% 

33.3% 

15.0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

10% 2 

4% 2 

0% 1 

10% 2 

1. 37%+ scored below .23 
2. llj-13% scored below .23 
3. 1-10% scored below .23 
4. 0% scored below .23 

**Percent children from low-income families 
residing in school area 

***Thi.s data is for grade 3 only.  Data was 
collected in two schools for grade 5. There, is 
only one junior high school in Calvert County 
in which data was collected 

Average % scoring below .23 - 15% 

II. READING ACHIEVEMENT 

ACHIEVE-  POVERTY AVERAGE   TEACHERS WITH 
MENT      LEVEL** TEACHER'S MASTERS 
LEVELS*    (Avg.)   SALARY    DEGREE 

TEACHERS WITHOUT  TEACHERS WITH 
CERTIFICATE       LESS THAN 3YRS.   N 

EXPERIENCE 

1 (Low) 0.0% $8466 10% 

2 36.4% $8669 30% 

3 17.6% $8658 28% 

4 (High) 32.6% $9640 0% 

0.0% 

2.5% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

20% 1 

5.3% 3 

7% - 3 

. 0% 1 

DEFINITION OF LEVELS: 

1. 54%+ scored below .23 
2. 30-33% scored below .23 
3. 5-9% scored below .23 
4. 0% scored below .23 

**Percent children from low-income families 
residing in school area 

***This data is for grade 3 only.  Data was 
collected in 2 schools for grade 5.  There is 
only one junior high school in Calvert. County 
in which data was collected. 

Average % scoring below .23 -• 21% 
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SECTION II - TABLE 7 

CALVERT COUNTY ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS ACHIEVEMENT AND STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

POVERTY 
LEVEL* 

READING 
ACHIEVE- 
MENT 
(Avg.) 

ARITH 
ACHIEVE- 
MENT 
(Avg.) 

AVERAGE 
TEACHERS 
SALARY 

TEACHERS 
WITH 
MASTERS 
DEGREE 

TEACHERS 
WITHOUT 
CERTIFICATE 

TEACHERS 
WITH LESS 
THAN 3 YRS. 
EXPERIENCE 

N 

LOW 
under 

23%  .23 
undei 

14%  .23 $8659 24% 0.0% 13% 3 

HIGH 
under 

20% .23 
undei 

12%  .23 $8842 22% 1.4% 3% 5 

* jDEfrfltfTIOH Off LEVELS 

LOW:    Schools that do not qualify for Title I project 
(i.e., their concentration of children from low- 
income families is less than the county average: 
35.9%) 

HIGH: Schools that qualify for Title I and have greater 
than 1% concentration of children from Ipw-income 
families 
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CONCLUSION 

In the preceding section an attempt was made to offer a status report on education 
in Maryland at the present time. Few will be sanguine about the major conclusion 
of the review. It is possible to wish for more data, to wish that more of the 
questions raised in this report might be considered definitively. It is not 
possible to ignore several distressing characteristics of the present system, 
however. 

It is clear that the present system of financing public education is a wealth-based 
system that results in substantial disparities in education expenditures among the 
counties. A poor county that taxes itself at the same rates as a wealthy county 
is unable to provide the same education expenditures for its children. 

It is clear that the amount of money expended on education determines the amount 
and quality of education services provided, and that education services—pro- 
fessional staff, materials, supplementary services—do affect the education 
accomplishment of school children in Maryland. 

It is clear that there are enormous disparities in the education accomplishments 
of children in Maryland schools. One must wonder if it makes sense to refer to 
"a system of common schools" when in one county almost all schools are successful 
and in another almost all schools fail to provide very modest education accomplish- 
ments to their students. 

It appears that provision of equal education opportunities requires an equity- 
plus program of resource allocation. In four of the five counties examined 
here, including the two wealthiest counties in the State, the best predictor of 
the degree of low achievement of students in a school is the percentage of chil- 
dren from low income families in the school. Poverty is a better predictor than 
the experience of teachers, advanced preparation, certification, or average salary 
of teachers in the school. 

The State of Maryland has two difficult and urgent tasks. The first is to develop 
a system of financing education that will reduce the substantial disparities of 
expenditures for education among the counties. This goal must be accomplished, 
not by reducing the expenditures of the wealthy counties, but by enabling the 
less wealthy counties to provide education programs of equally high quality. 

The second task is equally important. The State may not in good conscience con- 
tinue to allocate resources as though each school within the state were identical 
to every other school in the State. In the examination presented above, it was 
clear that the present system results in two types of inequalities: 

1. some entire systems must be described as failing; 

2. within each of the five counties studied it is possible to identify schools 
that are failing. The children attending these schools, and living in these 
counties, have neither statistical nor real equality of opportunity. It was 
observed that the State presently lacks both a fiscal system that can be re- 
sponsive to this obvious problem and an information system that permits it to 
identify these and similar inequities. 
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APPENDIX B 

MARYLAND SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 1971 - 1980 

George B. Kleindorfer, Michelle B. Fortin, Paul M. Goldfinger, Stephen M. Rhoads 

A REPORT PREPARED FOR THE CITIZENS COMMISSION ON MARYLAND GOVERNMENT OCTOBER, 1971 
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I. ENROLLMENT FORECASTS 

In order to properly understand and interpret the meaning of the Maryland enrollment 
forecasts it is necessary to discuss briefly the nature of the model we used to 
obtain them. 

The Student Flow Model is a general mathematical device which abstractly views the 
flow of people in a system as a movement through a series of stations or cells. 
Associated with each station are a set of rates which describe the admission of 
people into the station from the population outside the system and the transfer of 
people into the station from other stations within the system. Additionally, 
if needed in a particular analysis, the model allows capacity limits to be put 
on any station so that if the number of people who would normally enter the 
station exceeds that capacity, then the excess are transferred automatically to 
another designated station. When applied to enrollment forecasting, the stations 
of the model might be, for example, grades or groups of grades in the school system. 
The capacities find use in representing school enrollment limitations. These ideas 
will be explained more concretely in the sample analyses below. 

For our Maryland enrollment forecasts we have divided schools in any given county 
into Public, Catholic and Non-Catholic Private schools. Each of these three 
systems is considered to be graded from kindergarten to the twelfth grade. We did 
not include pre-kindergarten in our forecasts. Using enrollments and numbers of 
graduates for the school years 1968-69 and 1969-70, we estimated rates of 
admission into each of these school systems, and rates of promotion, repetition, 
and transfer within and between school systems. Finally, using the same data, 
we estimated dropout and graduation rates from each system. These rates con- 
stitute a picture of the movement of people into and among the various stations 
of the model for the above mentioned school years. In what follows, we will call 
these rates the base rates.- 

Once base year rates are obtained, many different kind of "simulations" or "ex- 
periments" can be undertaken with the model. The admission rates may be used 
together with population forecasts in order to estimate future new admissions. 
Then, promotion, transfer, arid repetition rates may be used to estimate the 
number of students at various levels. In any given simulation these rates may 
be changed or capacity limitations may be imposed in order to depict possible 
future situations which affect school system enrollment. 

Since our model requires population forecasts, and since county population fore- 
casts based on the last census are not yet available for Maryland we had to con- 
struct county population forecasts.1 For the year 1970 we used the county-by- 
county figures from the 1970 Census of Population, Advance Report. For the year 
1980 we adjusted the 1960 census based population forecast using error factors 
derived from the 1970 census. If the forecast for a given county for 1970 

The adjustments we used to obtain our county population forecasts were arrived at 
in conversations with the Maryland Department of State Planning. 
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(based on the 1960 census) was high then we adjusted all age groups in the 1960 
census based forecast for 1980 down by the percent error. On the other hand, if 
the 1960 census based forecast for 1970 was low we made no adjustment in the 1980 
forecast. Exceptions in this last rule were made for Montgomery and Prince George's 
Counties. We adjusted the 1980 figures upward by 2% for Montgomery County and 
3% for Prince George's County. Having the population figures for I960, 1970, and 
1980 for various lumped age groups, we obtained figures for intermediate age 
groups and years by interpolation. It is important to keep in mind that the 
overall accuracy of our enrollment forecasts depends directly on the accuracy 
of these population projections. 

We performed three simulations from each of the counties. These analyses attempted 
to assess the effects of varying Catholic school enrollments on the enrollments in 
public and non-Catholic private schools. We will label these simulations here in 
the same way that they are labeled in tables. 

Run One: Extrapolation of 1969-70 Rates 

This simulation consisted of operating the model using the estimated base rates 
with no changes. 

Run Two: 1971-80, Catholic Schools, Grades K-8 Closed, High Schools Reduced by 50% 

In order to obtain enrollment forecasts which provide a benchmark on the high side 
for Public schools, we repeated run one except that we caused the capacity of the 
Catholic schools to decrease in even increments from 1971 to 1980 so that in 1980 
Catholic elementary schools (K-8) were assumed closed and Catholic high schools 
(9-12) were assumed to be reduced to 50% of their 1969 level. The model assigned 
"excess students" (over these capacities) to the corresponding grades in Public 
schools. 

Run Three:   5 % Growth in Non-Public Enrollments for Years 1971-75, Constant 
after 1975. 

Here we programmed the model to simulate linear increases of five % a year in non- 
public enrollments for five years starting in 1971. For 1976 through 1980 the non- 
public.enrollments were held constant at the 1975 level. The base year rates were 
assumed to hold for the students remaining in the Public schools. 

It was thought that these enrollments would provide a low benchmark for public 
schools since the five % increase in non-public enrollments per year would be made 
by drawing students from public school enrollments. 

As has already probably become apparant, our purpose in providing these three 
separate forecasts for each county is to give two outer boundaries on future en- 
rollments (Runs Two and Three) as well as a less extreme forecast between the 
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boundaries which should represent a more reasonable forecast than the other two. 
In this way, using these forecasts, the effects of enrollments on expenditure 
projections can be gauged, and a safety margin due to enrollment forecast errors 
established. A further benefit which accrues from these separate runs is, of 
course, that they provide an estimation of the effects in public schools of en- 
rollment fluctuations in non-public schools. 

In a separate appendix to this report we have given the results of the simulations 
we have just described. Public enrollment projections are presented for each 
county. Non-public enrollment, drop-out, and graduation projections are given 
by subregion. 

As a sample for discussion let us consider Montgomery County. On the first two 
pages of computer output the year by year and age by age population projections that 
we used for this county are given. The table starts with 1970 (year = 0) and ends 
with 1980 (year = 10). One important factor for our enrollment forecasts is the 
trend in the population of five and six year olds since this is the population we 
draw from for new admissions. In 1970 the population of five year olds is 10306. 
This number decreases to 9167 in 1974 and then rises to 10190 in 1980. Similar 
fluctuations can be seen in other age groups. Part of the reason for these var- 
iations is inward and outward migration for which adjustments are made in the 
enrollment model. 

Following the population tables are computer print-outs containing the enrollment, 
drop-out, and graduation forecasts for Montgomery County. In all of the runs the 
public school enrollments in 1980 is lower than that of 1970. This fall can be 
attributed to decreases in population. In the third run this drop is further 
accentuated by the increasing enrollments in Catholic, and Non-Catholic private 
enrollments. In the first two runs the non-Catholic private school projected 
enrollments are increasing but the projected Catholic enrollments are decreasing 
in larger increments so that the net effect is an inflow to the Public Schools. 
The decrease in the projected number of drop-outs is also due to decreasing 
population. 
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Montgomery County Population Forecast 
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Montgomery County Population Forecast 
(continued) 
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C. Recent Developments in School Finance 

As one considers a bold venture such as a thorough reform of a state's system of 
public school finance, it is natural and legitimate to have serious reservations. 
Prior to 1965, so far as is known, there was not a word in the extensive literature 
of public school finance about the concept of full state funding. The years since, 
beginning with the questioning of the constitutionality of school finance leg- 
islation, have seen a remarkable growth in attention to the issue of inequities in 
school finance. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), an appointed, bi- 
partisan intergovernmental agency representing federal, state and local branches 
of government, has recently taken a position on state financing of public elementary 
and secondary schools. The Commission has recommended that the states assume 
"substantially,all" of the responsibility for financing local schools in order to 
grant property tax relief and ensure equal educational opportunity. The recommend- 
ation envisions replacing property tax revenue with income and sales tax revenues. 

-Local schools are claiming more and more of the property tax take. At the beg- 
inning of World War II about one-third of all local property tax revenue went to 
the public schools; now the school share is more than 50%--and still rising. 

-Other local public services, the Advisory Commission believes, should have a 
stronger claim on the local property tax base. State take-over of school costs 
would give local units of general government--cities, counties, and townships--a 
new.fiscal--lease-on'life. No longer would they be pushed off the local tax preserve 
by the school boards. 

-The proposal is not Utopian. At present, New Mexico, North Carolina, Delaware, 
and Louisiana for example are within striking distance of this goal. And Hawaii 
for many years have both paid for and administered all its public schools. 

-What is involved is the substitution of state income and sales tax dollars for 
local property tax dollars. The change-over could be gradual. However, as many 
as 20 states could assume complete responsibility for public school financing in 
the near future if they would make as intensive use of personal income and sales 
taxes as the "top ten" states now make on the average. 

-When viewed alongside the resulting dramatic decrease in local property tax loads, 
state assumption of school financing loses its idealistic cast and becomes a 
realistic and equitable way of readjusting the total tax burden. 

-The case for state take-over of the non-Federal share of education costs rests in 
part on the conviction that this is the best way to make sure that the financial 
resources underlying public and economic consequences of education are felt far 
beyond school district boundaries, states no longer can tolerate wide differences 
in the quality of education offered in its many local districts. Yet so long as 
each district has wide latitude in setting its own tax levy, great variations 
both in wealth and willingness to tax are inevitable. And these variables produce 
wide differences in the fiscal resources behind the students. As a result the 
quality of education today is shaped in large measure by the accidents of local 
property tax geography. 1 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, State Aid to Local Government, 
April, 1969 pp. 4-6 

173 



The Commission thus views the concept of full state funding as not only desirable 
but feasible. 

Governor William G. Milliken of Michigan has been endeavoring to achieve broad 
reform in educational finance in that state for the last two years. In his 
"Special Message to the Legislature on Excellence in Education—Equity in Tax- 
ation" (April 12,'^71), he has called for quality education for every child, 
a rational system of educational finance and equity of tax burden. 

Governor Milliken has proposed the virtual elimination, by constitutional amend- 
ment, of the property tax for school operating purposes. In its place, he would 
substitute an increase in the individual income tax and a value-added tax on 
businesses. According to his estimates, a 2.3% increase in the individual income 
tax would compensate for the loss on individually held property. In place of a 
corporate income tax, which according to him would be too high, he proposes a 
value-added tax of approximately 2%.    The substitution of these taxes for the 
property tax would probably assure that revenues for education would increase 
overtime-1  The increased elasticity of the tax structure would probably elim- 
inate the need for regular increases in education tax rates. 

It is difficult to predict what the consequences of the elimination of the prop- 
erty tax would be. What about the apartment dweller, who pays a hidden property 
tax? Would his rent be reduced? Or, would it remain at the same level while 
he was obliged to pay increased sales and income taxes? The home-owner might 
be in a more favorable position, although this is difficult to predict. He 
would lose the federal income tax exemption on his property tax bill but this 
would presumably be replaced by exemptions on increased state sales and income 
taxes. What effect would the removal of the property tax have on the value of 
individually held property? The removal of the property tax on businesses would 
obviously have consequences for business location decisions within a state. 

Nonetheless, the Milliken Plan would have important consequences. It would re- 
move the necessity for frequent school millage elections. It would replace the 
stable property tax with taxes which are more responsive to economic growth. It 
would eliminate the situation wherein some school districts with low tax rates 
are able to provide adequate levels of education, while others, with high tax 
rates, are unable to generate sufficient revenue. It would replace a regressive 
tax with taxes which are proportional and progressive. 

The prestigious Committee for Economic Development (CED) in a 1971 report entitled 
Education for the Urban Disadvantaged has called for basic transformations in the 
method of financing schools. In the words of the Committee: 

-The effort to achieve equality of educational opportunity will reguire larger 
school expenditures in disadvantaged areas to function with less money per pupil 
than their suburban counterparts. 

-The crux of this problem is the too great reliance on the property tax for the 
financing of schools and local government services. In practice, this tax has 
been notoriously heavier on improvements than on land, and it has been unevenly 
assessed on both. The property tax base of the cities is steadily eroded by the 
deterioration of buildings; by the location of freeways, greenbelts, and public 
housing; and by the movement of industry and well-to-do families to the suburbs. 
Meanwhile, growth in the costs of urban services are accelerated with the increase 
in the proportion of welfare clients and other "high cost" citizens and by the 
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impact of inflation. 

The result is that inner-city and poor school districts with the greatest prop- 
ortion of disadvantaged children have the least financial resources. Moreover, 
....state and federal support for education generally discriminates against cen- 
tral cities in the distribution of funds. Rather than offsetting the disparities 
between central-city and suburban educational finance, this aid from higher levels 
of government tends to increase these disparities.2 

Citing the high costs of urban education, the overburdened municipal tax base, 
unequal and misdirected aid to schools, and state responsibility for schools, 
the CED has proposed that the states assume responsibility for providing equality 
of educational opportunity. 

As a result of two recent court decisions, the California Supreme Court and the 
United States District Court in Texas, the California and Texas legislatures will 
be attempting to revise and reform their school finance schemes. Although no 
time limitation has been imposed, the final California legislative proposal has 
been remanded back to the trial court for final approval. Whereas, the three- 
judge panel in Texas has imposed a two-year limit on the deliberations of the 
Texas legislature to come up with a solution to provide for remedial action 
to meet the spirit and purpose of the court's findings. Both court's have found 
the current financing schemes of California and Texas unconstitutional under the 
Fourteenth Amendment. 

The New York State Commission on Cost, Quality and Financing Elementary and Secon- 
dary Education (Fleischman Commission) is completing an extensive study for Gover- 
nor Nelson Rockefeller of New York State. It is reported they may be recommending 
full state assumption of the costs of education, imposition of a statewide property 
tax, stabilization of spending in wealthy districts, and ultimately greater spending 
in districts with poor, disadvantaged youth. 

2CED, Education for the Urban Disadvantaged, pp. 67-68 
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CITIZENS COMMISSION ON MARYLAND GOVERNMENT PUBLIC HEARINGS FOR STUDY OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOL FINANCE, STRUCTURE AND ACCOUNTABILITY - LIST OF WITNESSES 

Annapolis Hearing, May, 1971 

Hon. James Clark 
State Senator from Howard County 

Mr. Maurice A. Dunkle 
Superintendent of Schools in Calvert County 

Hon. Ann R. Hull 
Delegate from Prince George's County 

Mr. Douglas P. Wendel 
Assistant Director of Administration from Anne Arundel County, 
representing Mr. Joseph Alton, Jr., County Executive 

Mrs. Phyllis Williams 
Member of the Prince George's County School Board, and First Vice President, 
Maryland Congress of Parents and Teachers 

Baltimore Metropolitan Hearing, May 12, 1971 
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Office of Mayor Thomas D'Alesandro, representing the Mayor 

Dr. James A. Sensenbaugh 
State Superintendent of Schools 
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Mrs. Attrices D. Griffin 
Community Action Agency 

Hon. William Donald Schaefer 
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Montgomery - Prince George's County Hearing, May 19, 1971 
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Superintendent of Schools in Frederick County 

Mr. Frederick K. Schoenbrodt 
President, Howard County Board of Education 

Mr. Hubert W. Ginnett 
President, Prince George's County Council of PTA's 

Mr. Kenneth E. Seamon 
President, Teachers Association of Baltimore County 

Hon. Victor L. Crawford 
State Senator from Montgomery County 

Hon. Neal Potter 
Member of the Montgomery County Council 

Dr. Homer 0. Elseroad 
Superintendent of Schools in Montgomery County 

Hon. Lucille S. Maurer 
Delegate from Montgomery County 

Mr. Brian Benson 
Director of Financial Services, Montgomery County Department of Education, 
requested to testify by Congressman Gilbert Gude regarding Federal Impact Aid 

Mrs. Verna Fletcher 
Mrs. Lorraine Reddy 
Citizens Committee for Reading, Inc. 
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Superintendent of Schools in Caroline County 

Mrs. Linda Wengel 
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Executive Vice President, Chamber of Commerce of Frederick County 
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President Nixon's Commission on School Finance 
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